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CURRENT TOPICS. 
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| We seEtiEveE that there is no proposal to tamper with any 
' existing right to trial by jury in the resolutions with reference 

to legal procedure recently adopted by the Rule Committee of the 
' Judges. The rules are not likely to be completed for some time, 
_ and will certainly not be brought into force without due notice. 





“ 
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WE vunDERsTAND that, with a view to enabling the taxing 

masters to allow the proper costs in regard to refreshers to counsel 

| on trials with witnesses in the Chancery Division, it has been 

| arranged that in future the registrar in attendance shall note the 
| period during which each such trial lasts. 
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RUMOURS ARE CURRENT that it is the intention of the authori- 
ties to direct that in future all orders in the Chancery Division 
_ (with certain discretionary exceptions) shall be printed instead of 
written. Hitherto the only printed orders have been those on 


which the Chancery Paymaster had to act. 





| Tue ner REsutt of Copp v. Lynch and The Law Life As- 
| surance Company, which we report fully elsewhere, is that solici- 
| tors who take commissions on the introduction of clients who 
| effect insurances must inform their clients of the fact that they 
' are allowed such 2 is, we béliéve, has been not an 
| uncommon practicé-witir solicitors who accept commissions, and 
_ the cases in which a client has been wilfully left in ignorance of 
| the fact are, we imagine, rare; but there is an obvious danger of 
assuming that the client must know of a practice which is so 
‘general. It has grown up mainly from the keen competition of 
| the insurance offices, and solicitors who have found it prevailing 
_ in the firms which they join, and adopted by their neighbours 
' and colleagues, have naturally drifted into a practice which is 
' open to grave abuse. The course to be adopted in future deserves 
_ the careful consideration of the Incorporated Law Society. 








_. Iv HAS BEEN STATED that, in the City of London Court, Mr. 
_ Commissioner Kerr allowed a Parsee gentleman, in lieu of 
| taking the usual oath, to make a declaration, “holding a sacred 
relic unconcealed in his hand,” that “he would consider the act 
sufficiently binding upon him to bear true testimony in the matter 
“at issue”; but the commissioner added that “he always under- 
stood that a Parsee was usually sworn holding the tail of a cow, 

-which was a sacred animal in India.’”” We know of no authority 
_ for this statement, and, as the Parsee is a worshipper of the heavenly 
“bodies, it does not seem likely that he would regard the tail of a 
'cow with special reverence. Even a Hindoo, who holds oxen 

sacred, preferred (prior to the Indian Oaths Act, 1873) to swear 

| by touching the foot of a Brahmin (Omichund v. Barker, 1 Atk 21) 
or to swear by the water of the Ganges (Best, 233). But we 
venture to suggest that there is yet a third view of the proper 

practice in this matter. It is stated in Best on Evidence, 

" p. 233, 6th ed., “ on the authority of the late Mr. CoLEMAN, senior 

clerk to the late Lord Chief Baron Pottock,” that a Parsee 
"witness was once sworn thus. The officer of the court asked him 

what form of oath he deemed binding. He replied, the oath in 

_ the usual words, provided he were sworn on a book which he 

brought with him, and he was sworn accordingly. Mr. Kernr’s 

Parsee appears to haye been allowed, perhaps from a miscon- 





ception, to substitute a declaration for an oath, which can only 
be done by persons having a conscientious objection to an oath, 
under 17 & 18 Vict. c. 125, s. 20, or incompetent to take an 
oath, under 32 & 33 Vict. c. 68, s. 4. Persons not within 
either of these Acts must make “ oath,” 7.e., must make “a recog- 
nition of the presence of an invisible Being, superior to man, 
ready and willing to punish any deviation from truth; in- 
voking that Being to attest the truth of what is uttered,” the 
accompanying ceremony, the outward act of recognition, being 
entirely for the witness himself to nominate, provided only that it 
be such as he may declare to be binding (1 & 2 Vict. c. 105). 





APPARENTLY the result of the new rules will, to a large extent, 
be to assimilate the procedure of the Queen’s Bench Division still 
more to that of the Chancery Division. When the new rules come 
into force and the courts migrate to the new building, a consider- 
able impulse will no doubt be given to the development of the new 
judicial system which commenced with the Judicature Acts. We 
very much wish, though we cannot say that we are very hopeful 
on the subject, that this occasion might be seized for devising 
some means by which it should be made practicable for leaders 
practising in the Queen’s Bench Division to make some arrange- 
ment similar to that prevailing in the Chancery Division, by which 
the counsel is pretty sure to be able to do the work for which he 
is paid. Hitherto it has been practically impossible for common 
law counsel to make any arrangement of this sort. Conscience 
does not compel any man to do that which is impossible, any more 
than the law. But the practice is, nevertheless, a scandal, even 
when there is no moral blame imputable, and to take the pay with- 
out doing the work, even when it cannot be helped and is not 
the counsel’s fault, should be disagreeable to persons with a keen 
sense of honour ; and is calculated to be demoralizing. The know- 
ledge of the disappointment and irritation, and perhaps the serious 
damage, occasioned to a person whose money he is receiving, ought 
not to be pleasant to a high-minded professional man, but the 
fact that it is inevitable soon renders people callous to these con- 
siderations. Great complaints have been made lately in West- 
minster Hall of the extent to which business of a common law 
nature is going into the Chancery Division. We would suggest 
to the gentlemen who practise in the Queen’s Bench Division 
whether the certainty of having the counsel of their own choice, 
who is familiar with, and has, perhaps, at a previous stage, con- 
ducted, the case, may not be one, among other matters, tending to 
induce solicitors to bring their actions in the Chancery Division. 
It cannot be impossible, one would think, for the authorities to 
make some arrangements identifying particular courts for the trial 
of actions, so as to enable leading counsel to attach themselves to 
one such court, instead of practising in all indiscriminately. We 
believe it would be to the interest of the common law branch of 
the bar to agitate the question. 





IT WILL BE REMEMBERED that the Bastardy Laws Amend- 
ment Act, 1872, for the first time gave to an affiliation order a con- 
tinuing operation, notwithstanding the marriage of the mother. 
This was held to be the effect of the Act in Sotheren, Appellant ; 
Scott, Respondent (L. R. 6 Q. B. D. 518); and in Hardy, Appel- 
lant ; Atherton, Respondent (L. R. 7 Q. B. D. 264), it was held 
to make no difference that the husband is able to maintain the 
child. The further question, whether it is discretionary with, or 
obligatory upon, justices to enforce the order when once 
granted, was raised before Grove, J., and Huppieston, B., in 
Davis, Appellant ; Evans, Respondent, on Tuesday last, but neither 
was, nor can be decided at present, owing to a difference of 
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opinion between those two learned judges, and the exclusion of an 
appeal by section 47 of the Judicature Act, 1873, as construed in 

eg. v. Whitchurch (L.R. 7 Q. B. D. 534). The question 
depends on the construction of section 5 of 7 & 8 Vict. c. 101, 
which directs that money payable under an affiliation shall be due 
and payable, &c.; and section 4 of the Act of 1872, which enacts 
that justices “may” direct any sum due under an order to be 
recovered by distress, &. Huppiesron, B., construes ‘‘ may” 
to mean “shall,” while Grove, J,, construes it otherwise. The 
4th section of the Bastardy Act, 1872, is so lengthy that it is 
impossible to discuss such a question properly without copious 
extracts from it; but it may be observed that “may” simpliciter 
occurs twice therein, and “ may if they see fit’ twice also. Apart 
from authority, we should have thought that “ may ” simpliciter was 
obligatory, and “may if they see fit” discretionary. But it seems, 
from Julius y. Bishop of Oxford (L. R. 5 App. Cas., at p. 228), 
that the words “if they see fit” are surplusage, but that “ enab- 
ling words are compulsory where they are words to effectuate a legal 
right’’ (Jb., at p. 214). We incline, therefore, to the opinion that 
Hupp.estoy, B., was right, and Grove, J., wrong. But it is 
very unfortunate that upon this and similar questions there should 
be no appeal, either with or without leave. The very strict con- 
struction of the words “ criminal cause or matter ” in Reg. v. Whit- 
church is, we think on the whole, a correct one, but a reference to 
Mellor vy. Denham (L. R. 5 Q. B. D. 467) will show what im- 
portant points are left practically undecided in the present state of 
the law. It might at least be provided by an amending Bill (for 
it could not be done, we imagine, by Rules of Court) that where 
a court of two judges, sitting to hear appeals from inferior courts, 
is “‘ equally divided,” an appeal from their decision—for a decision 
there technically is affirming the judgment of the court below, 
unless indeed that court also be equally divided, as happened in 
the recent case,—should be as of right, whether the decision be in 
a “criminal cause or matter” or not. 





Tuz Proposazs of Lord Reprspate and Dr. Prayratr to 
alter the Standing Orders in reference to Railway Bills which 
prohibit the payment of interest on calls out of capital, require 
very careful consideration. On the one hand, it is strongly urged 
by Sir E. Warxrn, on behalf of “clergymen and poor widows 
who are tempted to invest in speculative lines,’ that such lines 
ought to be discouraged ; on the other, it is put forcibly by Dr. 
Prayrarr and Mr. Forses that the present Standing Order may 
sometimes have an effect in preventing small railways being 
formed on account of the difficulty of getting up capital, that it 
fayours monopoly and checks enterprize, and that it is frequently 
evaded. The Standing Order (L. 8S. O. 128) prescribes that “a 
clause shall be inserted in every Railway Bill prohibiting the 
payment by the company of any interest or dividend on any 
capital which they have been, or may be, authorized to raise, 
either by means of calls or of any power of borrowing, to any 
shareholder on the amount of the calls made in respect of the 
shares held by him, except such interest on money advanced by 
any shareholder beyond the amount of the calls actually made as 
is in conformity with the Companies Clauses Consolidation Act, 
1845.” The reference is to section 24 of the Act, which enacts 
that “it shall be lawful for a company, if they think fit, to 
receive from any of the shareholders willing to advance the same 
all, or any part of, the moneys due upon their respective shares 
beyond the sums actually called for,” and to allow interest upon 
the amounts so paid in advance. It seems, therefore, that a good 
deal in the direction of the proposed alteration can be effected 
under the existing law, and that even clergymen and widows may 
a ge nal calls in advance if they and the company in which they 

shares so please. The Standing Order proposed to be sub- 
stituted by Lord Reprspatz differs but little from that proposed 
by Dr. Prayratrz. The gist of them both is to allow interest to 
be paid on all calls, but to restrict the rate of interest and the 
period from which, and up to which, it is to be paid, the chief 
difference being that Lord Kepzspatr would allow five per cent., 
while Dr. Prayratz would allow four and a half per cent. only. 
On the whole, we are in favour of no alteration being made, not 
because we think it any part of the business of Parliament to 
protect adult clergymen and widows against tempting but im- 





provident investments, but because we take it to be of the essence 
of private bill legislation that promoters should be in the main 
persons of substance, able to invest considerable sums, and to 
forego, for a time, interest upon their capital. A railway pro- 
moted by unsubstantial persons is a public disadvantage on two 
grounds: first, it prevents another and a better railway being 
made ; and, secondly, it disarranges a neighbourhood and inter- 
feres with private property for an insufficient cause. 





THE cURIovs PorNT raised in the ticket-clipping case, in 
which Maruew and Cave, JJ., held that it is no justification of 


an assault that it was committed i 43 mt the 
exercise Of a civil right, is singularly bare of diréct authority. 

ere 18, “a dictum of PattEson, J., in Bird y. Jones 
(7 Q. B. 742). There a public highway had been partially 
blocked by an appropriation for seats to view a regatta on the 
River Thames, and the plaintiff being prevented from passing 
by two policemen stationed by the defendant, brought his action 
for false imprisonment. It was held no imprisonment, but 
Pattgson, J., observed (p. 751) that the plaintiff ought to have 
pleaded the right of footway and the obstruction by the defend- 
ant, and that he necessarily assaulted him in exercise of that 
right. And in Russell on Crimes (5th ed., vol. 1, p. 965) it is 
laid down, citing this dictum and 2 Roll. Abr. Trespass, p. 547, 
E., pl. 1 and 2, that “a person who has a right of way or other 
easement may justify using so much force as may be necessary to 
enable him to exercise that right, or to prevent another from 
interrupting it,” although “in general, unless there be violence 
in the trespass, a party should not, either in defence of his person 
or his real and personal property, begin by striking the trespasser, 
but should request him to depart or desist ; and if that is refused, 
should gently lay his hands upon him in the first instance, and 
not proceed with greater force than is made necessary by resist- 
ance (Weaver v. Bush, 8 T. R. 78). In Steph. Com., vol. 3, p. 
374, it is said that ‘‘in defence of my goods and possessions, if a 
man endeayours to deprive me of them, I may justify laying 
hands upon him to prevent him, and in case he persists with 
violence, I may proceed to beat him away.” A railway ticket 
being perhaps “goods or possessions’’ within these words, an 
assault would seem to be justifiable in an attempt to keep it from 
a person who has no right to detain it. Thus far there seems to 
be some ground for questioning the recent decision, which, 
however, proceeded partly, if not wholly, on the ground that no 
point of law was raised before the Lord Mayor. 








The trial of common jury actions in Middlesex will begin on Tuesday, 
April 18, on and after which day one court will sit in Bano, and three courts 
will sit at Nisi Prius. Special jury actions and actions to be tried without a 
jury will not be taken before Monday, May 1. 


The following dates have been fixed by Mr. Justice Stephen for holding the 
ensuing Spring Assizes on the Midland Circuit—viz., Lincoln, Tuesday, April 
18; Keethoarpn, Monday, April 24; Derby, Saturday, April 29 ; Warwick, 
Friday, May 5, 

On Monday, in the House of Commons, Mr. Gregory asked the Secretary of 
State for the Home Department whether, having regard to the importance of 
the new rules of procedure which were under the consideration of a com- 
mittee of judges, and the alteration which they would effect in the administra- 
tion of the law, provision could be made for suspending the operation of them 
until there had been an opportunity for the consideration of them by that 
House, Sir W. Harcourt said that he was in communication with the Lord 
Chancellor on the subject, and he understood from him that no new rules had 
yet been made, although the judges had held meetings and passed resolutions 
upon which rules would be framed. 


An action was tried at the Westminster County Court on Friday, betore Mr. 
Bayley, judge, in which a barrister’s clerk sued his late employer for the sum 
of 2s. 6d. This sum was a “ clerks’ fee,’ which had been received by the 
barrister for professional work done by him while the plaintiff had acted as his 
clerk, The plaintiff, Mr. Lyster, rapug f clerk to the late Mr. Serjeant 
Parry, stated that he had acted as clerk to the defendant, Mr, R. H. Spear- 
mao, of the Oxford Circuit, for some years, He left his employment at the 
end of July, 1881, a few days prior to which Mr. Spearman settled a state- 
ment of claim in an action for a firm of solicitors in the City. Mr, Spearman's 
fee and the clerk’s fee was paid to the former in the following December, and 
the plaintiff claimed the latter fee. Tne defendant ap od in persop, and 
Mr. Edward Turner, barrister, represented the plainti@ Judgment was given 
for the plaintiff for the amount claimed and costs, 
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‘AGREEMENTS FOR LEASES SINCE THE 
JUDICATURE ACT. 


WE reported last week (ante, p. 331) an observation of the 
Master of the Rolls in The Commissioners for the Exhibition of 
1851 v. The Royal Horticultural Society that “since the Judica- 
ture Act the effect of a holding under an agreement for a lease is 
the same at law as in equity. Insuchacase now, both at law and 
in equity, the tenant holds under the agreement, and is not simply, 
as he was formerly at law, a tenant from year to year.’ The 
matter seemed too important to be discussed on a mere dictum, 
notwithstanding it was, as we learn, uttered in the manner which 
is well known to indicate the expression of the settled opinion of 
this eminent judge. This week, however, we report a case of 
Walsh v. Lonsdale, in which the Court of Appeal at Lincoln’s-inn 
unanimously came to the same conclusion, and it now becomes 
necessary to consider the doctrine laid down and its results in 
practice. 

The doctrine was stated by the Master of the Rolls as follows : 
—“‘ Here there was an agreement for a lease, under which the 
intended lessee had taken possession. Since the Judicature Act, 
a person in that position held under the agreement. There were 
not, as formerly, two estates, one a tenancy at law, from year to 
year, the other a tenancy in equity under the agreement. Now 
there was only one court, and the rule of equity prevailed. The 
tenant now held under the agreement, on the same terms as if a 
] 4:5 framed in pursuance.of it. That 
beitig’s0, he could not complain of the landlord exercising the 
same rights as he would have had if the lease had been granted, 
and, on the other hand, he was protected just in the same way as 
if the lease had been granted.’’ Upon this it is to be observed 
that under the Judicature Act the rules of equity are only to pre- 
vail where “there is any conflict or variance between them and 
the rules of the common law, with reference to the same matter.” 
What, then, were the rules of law and equity before the Judicature 
Act relating to the position of a person who had entered into 
possession under a valid agreement for a lease? At law he was 
tenant at will, or ifhe had paid rent he was presumed to be tenant 
from year to year, upon such of the terms of the agreement as 
were applicable to that tenancy. In equity he was entitled to 
enforce the agreement and to obtain the grant of a lease upon 
the terms specified in the agreement, or if all the terms were 
not specified, then upon certain usual terms. But equity never 
pretended to say that before a lease was actually granted in pursu- 
ance of the agreement the person in possession was entitled to the 
same rights as if the lease had been actually granted. It would 
help either party to get the lease which had been agreed for, 
but it would not interfere with the legal position of either party 
before such lease had been granted. Was there here any conflict 
or variance with reference to the same matter ? 

We are not concerned, however, to discuss at length the question 
whether the decision of the Court of Appeal is right; whether 
right or wrong, it is now the law, and the matter of practical 

portance is the results which flow from it. As soon as an 
intending lessee enters into possession under an agreement for a 
lease of which specific performance could be obtained, the 
rights of himself and the landowner are exactly the same as if 
a lease had been executed. The result appears to be, in the first 
re practically to repeal 8 & 9 Vict. c. 106, s. 3, requiring 

eases exceeding the term of three years from the making 
thereof to be by deed. For in Parker vy. Taswell (2 De G. & J. 
559), it was decided that a lease in writing for more than 
three years, not by deed, was valid in equity as an agreement 
for a lease, and might be specifically enforced. Whenever, 
therefore, there is possession under a lease or agreement in 
writing, both the landlord and tenant will now possess all 
the remedies they could have had under a lease by deed. In the 
next place, the stamp duty ona lease for more than thirty-five years 
may ont be saved by executing a mere agreement for the lease 
specifying fully all the terms. The agreement will, it seems, only 
require a sixpenny stamp, for it will only be necessary to produce 
it in evidence as an agreement for a lease. Once prove that you are 
in possession under a valid agreement for a lease, and you have all 





expenditure in pursuance of such ent, will at once entitle’ 
both parties to all the remedies which would be given by a lease 
by deed for twenty-one years. 

But the most important practical effect may perhaps be this : 
Hitherto the terms of a lease not provided for by the agreement have 
been settled by negotiation between the solicitors of the parties, not 
necessarily with reference to the usual covenantswhich the Chancery 
Division would insert in case of an action for specific performance 
of an agreement. No doubt that is always in view as an ultimate 
resort, but a solicitor is slow to advise his client to have recourse 
to such an action. The terms of the lease are, therefore, hammered 
out by mutual discussion and concession. The lessee accepts more 
onerous covenants than he could be compelled to accept, and the 
lessor gives up provisions to which he is entitled, because he can 
only get them by anaction for specific performance. But will that 
be the case now? The landlord of a person who has entered under 
an agreement for a lease leaving some of the terms indefinite, will 
say, ‘I am now entitled to consider you as holding for the term 
under the covenants and provisions which the court have held to be 
usual. You are, in fact, now bound to rebuild in case of fire, 
for a covenant by the tenant to repai without exception in case 
ordamage by fire, isa Se endall ¥. . 6 Jur. 
NS. 068; Sharp v_Mitttyan.-25- Bear. 419). Iwill not agree 
to the insertion of such exception in the covenant to repair.” And 
the tenant, on his part, will say, “I am now entitled to assign or 
underlet, for a covenant not to assign or underlet is not a usual 
covenant (Hampshire v. Wickens, 26 W. R. 491). I will 
not agree to the insertion of such a covenant in the lease.” The 
motive for concession—namely, dislike to litigation—is S ur w 


ee 
removed. If no_Jease is executed each party can enforce all the ae | 
rights which he “possess if the lease were executed. It is | -,..»~*” 
true that the recent décisions showing that the question Of what are * * : 
“usual covenants” is one of fact, depending on the general prac- s.i.0 
tice of conveyancers, tend to diminish the reliance which the parties ~ it 
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will place in their construction of this term, but we think that the 
general result will be what we have indicated. 

The lesson to be learnt from the recent decision seems to be to 
abandon, as far as possible, agreements for leases ; and, where they 
must be prepared, to specify in them with great care all the 
provisions under which it is intended that the lessee shall hold. 








TRIAL BY JURY. 


THE question how far trial by jury, even if not expressly limited, 
will survive the coming into operation of the new rules can only be 
tested by experience. To a very great extent it seems probable that 
trial by a judge will supersede the ancient system. A good while 
ago, long before this change appeared to be one of the practical 
probabilities of law reform, we ventured to indicate our opinion 
that some such result would ultimately be brought about. There 
are certain advantages in trial by jury and certain disadvantages, 
but the truth seems to be that from a business point of view, 
under the circumstances existing at the present day, the disad- 
vantages have come to preponderate, while the advantages have 
become minimized. In aruder state of society, when the personal 
liberty of the subject and the rights of property were less secure 
from the encroachments of the Crown and the violence of the 
powerful than at the present day, no doubt trial by jury in civil 
actions, no less than in criminal _— acted - a very eee 
safeguard inst oppression and injustice, but it is hardly 
necessary 23 point out how widely different a state of things 
exists at present. Public opinion is now an effective check upon 
any corruption or partiality on the part of the judge, and deeply- 
rooted professional traditions and feeling tend also to prevent 
from exercising his functions in a spirit otherwise than judicial. 
But it may be said that the decision of questions of fact by 
ordinary men, selected from the community at large, introduces 
the element of plain, practical common sense into the administra- 
tion of justice. This argument might have some weight if the 
judges of our day were pedants of a semi-ecclesiastical type, or 





even as much wedded to ent and to a ri idly technical 
a couple of centuries ; but the 





system as were the judges 
truth is that the men who rise to the top of the legal 








. the remedies which a lease would give you. Again, entry under 


® mere parol agreement for a lease for twenty-one years and 









now do so as much by virtue of their practical business ability 
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and worldly shrewdness as of their acquaintance with the theory 
of the law. Why should it be supposed that a well-educated man 
who, in most cases, must be a man of more than the average 
amount of judgment and mental power, and must, in nearly all 
cases, have had a very large and widely-extended experience of 
worldly affairs, should be less competent to decide on questions of 
fact than twelve small tradesmen selected at random ? 

A good deal has been said by common law judges of the 
advantages of having a mercantile case tried by a special jury of 
the City of London. We feel inclined to doubt whether the 
advantage was ever really as great as it has been supposed to be. 
We doubt whether persons familiar with one business are neces- 
sarily thereby qualified to decide with regard to matters concern- 
ing another kind of business—for instance, whether a stockbroker 
is, by reason of his knowledge of his own business, a better judge 
of a question relating to the cotton trade—and it is obvious that it 
would only occasionally happen that a person conversant with the 
actual business involved would get on the jury. But whatever 
this advantage may have been it is, we believe, very much 
diminished under the present system of classifying jurors. A 
tobacconist or an hotel-keeper can certainly have no particular 
qualifications to decide questions about bills of lading or charter- 
parties. Is it not,on the whole, taking one case with another, 
much more probable that a judge, whose functions necessarily 
bring before him all sorts of transactions, should have some 
knowledge of the particular question, or at any rate of matters so 
far analogous as to afford some materials for judging of such 
question, than that a jury should have such knowledge ? 

Moreover, the two arguments in favour of juries seem mutually 
contradictory. Ifthe theory is that the best kind of tribunal is 
one composed of ordinary intelligence not expert in the particular 
matter, then what becomes of the special jury of merchants 
theory? If, on the other hand, the latter theory is correct, the 
jury system does not go far enough, and some system ought to be 
devised to secure the presence of experts on the jury. We 
remember a case in which, the question being whether corn 
delivered was equal to sample, it transpired on inquiry that there 
was not a single farmer, or corn merchant, or even baker, on the 
jury, which was composed of small town tradesmen without the 
faintest knowledge of anything connected with corn. The 
testimony of the experts was, of course, absolutely contradictory. 
Samples were produced which the jury solemnly examined. An 
assembly of monkeys examining a volume of the Law Reyorts 
would have derived about as much information from so doing. 
Of course, the result was a toss up. 

We do not deny that there are certain cases in which a jury 
may be a tolerably good tribunal, but we are speaking of the 
majority of cases. If it can be shown that the supposed advantages 
of the jury system are, in the majority of cases, either obsolete or 
mythical, then it is easy to come to a conclusion unfavourable to 
the system, for nothing is more easy than to demonstrate the 
great disadvantages that attach to the jury as a tribunal for 
investigating fact. We will not stop to dwell on various obvious 
topics, as, for instance, the prevalence of certain sentiments and 
prejudices among jurymen which result in what is really a 
denial of justice to certain parties, as, for instance, where a rail- 
way company or other corporation is opposed to a private in- 


dividual, or where a tradesman is opposed to a customer. These 
are obvious topics. There are certain great and palpable defects 
It entails 


in the jury system ry ate asa matter of machinery. 
@ great increase of delay and expense. The separation of issues of 
law and fact has, we believe, been in some respects beneficial to 
the development of English law. The necessity for laying down 
definite propositions or rules of law, within which the facts have 
to be brought, has probably, to a considerable extent, tended to 
logicality and clearness, But an advantage of this sort may perhaps 
be dougie too dearly. It is no use having a machine which 
makes excellent law if it fails in practice to apply such law cheaply 
and satisfactorily to tie facts. The theory of the thing no doubt 
was that issucs of l.w and of fact were wholly distinct or severable, 
but that is not so in reality. The ancient theory of pleading 
involved the same fallacy. Mixed questions of law and fact, such, 
for instance, as whether there has been a conversion, or a breach 
of contract, or 4 rescission, and so forth, form, perhaps, as 
Jarge an element as the pure question of fact. 





present system an expert familiar with the law is set in each 
case to try to explain to the jury the abstract or general 
propositions of law which are involved in the decision of the 
issues, and the jury have to find whether the facts do or do not 
come within such propositions. The result cannot in the nature 
of things be satisfactory. Ably as our common law judges on the 
whole perform their office, it is in many cases impossible to make 
the jury fully grasp the limits and true bearing of the unfamiliar 
ideas expounded to them, and the result is, probably, very often 
that the mental elements from which their decision results would, 
if they could be scrutinized, appear a strange jumble. It seems 
to us clear that the same mind ought to decide on both law and 
fact. We do not deal with any other important question of life 
in the way in which we deal with legal matters in the common 
law courts. A man whose interests, whether bodily or pecuniary, 
are concerned in the determination of some question involving the 
knowledge of an expert does not call in an expert to explain to him 
the principles of his art or science and then proceed to apply those 
principles for himself. A judicious man exercises his judgment 
on advice tendered to him by an expert as far as he can, but he 
does not advise himself. 

Again, it is obvious that a great deal of cumbrous machinery, 
causing the multiplication of steps in an action, and consequent 
expense and delay, is swept away, and a great increase of flexi- 
bility and simplicity will be produced by the substitution of trial 
by judge for trial by jury. Rules nisi for new trials on the 
ground of misdirection, and on the ground that the verdict is 
against evidence, will be got rid of, and a simple appeal substi- 
tuted. New trials themselves will in very few cases be necessary, 
for the materials will mostly be sufficient to enable the Court of 
Appeal to decide the whole matter without sending the case down 
for a new trial. In some cases the complexity of the old system 
has been aggravated by the Judicature Act. It has frequently 
been necessary to obtain a rule for a new trial in the divisional 
court, and also to appeal from the judgment at the same time to 
the Court of Appeal; the result being confusion and expense of 
the most deplorable character. This would be obviated by dis- 
pensing with the jury. It seems to us that the inconveniences 
attributable to the jury system in some cases have only to be 
realized to ensure the success of the opposite system. A heavy 
case may be tried at a ruinous expense, and then a rule nist 
obtained for misdirection. There may then be an appeal to the 
Court of Appeal against the decision of the divisional court on 
the rule, and the Court of Appeal may then send the case down 
for a new trial, the case may be tried again at a ruinous expense, 
and then the proceedings may go on again da capo. Contrast this 
with the trial by a judge and one simple appeal to the Court of 
Appeal determining the whole matter. 

Then, again, the greater flexibility and convenience of the trial 
by a judge is at once apparent. The judge can postpone the 
further hearing, if for any reason he wishes to consider the course 
he will take, to any time that may be convenient, and may, if he 
thinks fit, decide to hear the evidence on one point or branch of 
the case first and decide as to that, possibly obviating the neces- 
sity for summoning a large number of witnesses and going into 
other matters that may become irrelevant. If a party is unpre- 
pared with some technical proof, the judge may adjourn the case 
with little or no inconvenience, and make such order as to costs as 
he thinks fit. Pages might be filled with an enumeration of the 
various points in which the trial by a judge would conduce to 
convenience and justice. We do not suppose for a moment that 
the judge’s decisions would always be satisfactory. Even judges 
are sometimes hasty, sometimes crotchety, sometimes prejudiced ; 
no human system can be entirely satisfactory. But the question 
is whether the decisions of judges would not be at least as satis- 
factory as those of juries, and certainly there would be a great 
gain in point of expedition and saving of expense. 

The truth is that the province of the jury has been so far 
trenched upon by the judges already that the present system is 
an anomaly. It was unavoidable that it should be so, as anyone 
familiar with the working of trial by jury must admit. But 
when this is once admitted, the system becomes theoretically more 
and more untenable. When the verdict of a jury is habitually 
set aside if the judge reports that it was unsatisfactory, it is very 
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“system as a system of general application which will outweigh its 
manifest disadvantages. As we said before, we do not deny that 
at present, at any rate, it will be wise to retain it for certain 
classes of cases, and probably for these cases it will be well 
always to retain it, 








THE JURY LAWS, 


Tue Jury Laws AnD THEIR AMENDMENT. By T. W. Eriz, one of the 

Masters of the Supreme Court. Stevens & Sons. 

This little work consists of a reprint of the Bill for the amendment 
and consolidation of the law relating to juries which was drawn for 
Lord Coleridge, when Attorney-General, with notes and explanations ; 
and of various short essays on topics of interest and importance con- 
nected with the jury system. We cannot help doubting whether, in the 
future course of events, the system of trial by jury can entirely hold its 
own as against the chancery system of trial by judge. Mr. Erle is, 
obviously, a great admirer of trial by jury, and at the end of his book 
will be found reprinted, from Senior’s Conversations with Distinguished 
Persons, a very forcible and interesting argument by the late Sir William 
Erle in favour of trial by jury. But, assuming that there is some or 
even a@ great deal of truth in what is there put forward, we are not con- 
vinced by it. It is, after all, a matter of the balance of expediency. We 
cannot help thinking that the advocates of the jury exaggerate the force 
of the considerations they urge. We cannot suppose that if it became 
the rule that trials of fact in civil cases should be by judges without 
juries, any very great difference would be felt by the country at large 
with regard to the manner in which cases were decided. The experience 
of the county courts does not seem to show that people really concerned 
appreciate the virtues of the jury system so much as its theoretical ad- 
mirers. If we are right in this, then the arguments on the other side 
become overwhelming. The cumbrousness and inconvenience of the jury 
system, leading as it does to an increase in the number of steps in an 
action and great consequent expense and delay, are really so obvious that 
it is hardly necessary to dwell upon this, but, curiously enough, these 
arguments never seem to occur to the votary of the common law system 
of trial. The truth is, that men are very apt to ignore the evils of a 
system to which they are accustomed. 

But, assuming that the system of trial by jury is to continue to the 
same extent as heretofore, then there is no doubt of the value and 
utility of many of Mr. Erle’s suggestions and observations. With some 
of his conclusions we should hesitate to agree. He pronounces, we 
observe, in favour of a reduction of the number of the jury, but against 
the proposal that the verdict of the majority should be taken. Con- 
sidering what a misfortune a disagreement of the jury is to the parties, 
we are disposed to think that tho verdict of the majority should be 
taken, and, if so, it may be doubtful whether a reduction of their 
number is desirable. These, however, are mere matters of detail. Some 
very interesting and important observations with regard to the mode of 
summoning juries in the City of London are to be found on page 71 of the 
book, and, if the jury system is still to prevail, we think that the system 
there described undoubtedly requires modification. 





THE CONVEYANCING ACT. 


Tue Conveyanctna AND Law or Property Act, 1881, ToarTHER wITH 
THE VENDOR AND Purcuasger Act, 1874, anp THE Soticrrors’ 
Remuneration Act, 1881. With Notes and an Introduction. By 
Avusrzy St. Joun Crisrxz and Tuomas Brett, Barristers-at-Law. 
Sgconp Epitton. Butterworths. 

The sterling character of this very commendable book sufficiently 
accounts for its having reached a second edition. The circumstances 
under which the first edition appeared were of such difficulty as might 
have “ given pause,” even to a veteran commentator; and we thought at 
the time, and did not conceal our opinion, that a degree of excellence 
had been attained which went a good deal beyond what, before the 
event, could reasonably have been expected. Since that time (as, indeed, 
the authors remark in their preface) so much discussion has taken place, 
that the difficulties in the way of comment have been, to a great extent, 
removed ; and the more progress of events has made it no longer possible 
to reap the same degree of credit as was the just due of Messrs, Clerke 
and Brett, This change in the surrounding conditions is not without its 
re-action upon later editions of books ; which become more difficult to 
improve in proportion to the original excellence of the book, and in spite 
of improvement often seem to lose by comparison with the merits of the 
original essay, In saying that this is, to a considerable extent, true of the 
preaént work, we pay it no mean compliment. This edition is much 
improved ; but the valuo of the improvements, so to speak, hardly keeps 
pace with the book's original merit, But we feel in justice constrained 
to pronounce it to be, in our opinion, the most useful work on the subject 


which hae yet appeared, 








The comments upon section 17 in the first edition always struck u3, 
as being of a less enterprizing character than many parts of the work. 
What seems to us here to be wanted is not so much a sketch, necessarily 
imperfect, of the doctrine of consolidation, as an explanation of the 
grammar and construction of the section ; and in particular of the precise 
meaning of ‘‘any one mortgage” in sub-section (1), and of “ the 
mortgages ’’ in sub-sections (2) and (3). We should have read with great 
interest the views of these learned authors upon this topic, but their note 
remains unchanged, except for a faint symptom of concession to a 
remark (which, in our opinion, is without the slightest foundation and 
deserves no concession at all) made upon the same section by Messrs. 
Wolstenholme and Turner. 

In the revised comment upon section 14 (relief against forfeiture) we 
notice a fresh and not unimportant observation: “It seems open to 
argument that, by virtue of the changes effected by this section, specific 
performance of a contract for a lease may be ordered, although the 
plaintiff has already done some act which would be a forfeiture of the 
lease if it had been granted” (p. 73). Such a point certainly ought not 
have been left “‘open to argument.” Upon this section the authors 
also remark, ‘‘ Every application to the court is to be made by summons, 
section 69.” But have they not overlooked the words in sub-section (2), 
‘©The lessee may, in the lessor’s action, if any, or in any action brought 
by himself” apply for relief? If there is no lessor’s action pending, 
the lessee must bring one; and in this case, at all events, i¢ would seem 
that his application should, or at least might, be raised by the pleadings. 
We think, or rather guess, that the Act meant to exclude all proceedings 
under this section from the operation of section 69, but forgot to say 
so explicitly. We observe that Messrs. Wolstenholme and Turner say, 
“ Sub-section 2 will impose on the judges,” not, be it observed, the chief 
clerks, “ the difficult duty of deciding the terms upon which relief is to 
be granted.” Instead of multiplying these observations farther, we will 
conclude by expressing our appreciation of the worth of the painstaking 
labour of the authors. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


BILLS OF SALE. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.} 

Sir,—Has your correspondent, “‘ A Country Solicitor,” really a doubt 
upon the point he submits in his letter in last week’s issue of your 
journal? He seems to have looked up the law pretty fully from the 
references he gives to decided cases, and I should have thought the 
answer was clear that certainly B. could retain his security as against an 
execution creditor. There was a valuable consideration given for it in 
the debt owing ; and the conduct of B., being perfectly bond fide, that 
would be quite sufficient to uphold it under any circumstances, except in 
case of bankruptcy or liquidation. But I would go further and say that, 
unless the deed could be set aside as an assignment of the whole of the 
debtor’s property for a past consideration, and so an act of bankruptcy, 
it could not be impeached even by a trustee of the debtor's property in 
bankruptcy or liquidation, for it certainly was not a fraudulent prefer- 
ence under section 92 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, whatever it might 
have been under the previous law of bankruptcy. A Soxtcrror. 





BANKRUPTCY LAW. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir,—Your correspondent, ‘A Country Solicitor of Forty Years’ 
Standing,” is a follower of Lord Sherbrooke upon the question of bank- 
ruptcy law, and, like him, takes an exaggerated view of the evils of the 
present law. I unhesitatingly join issue with him upon his statement 
that in nineteen cases out of twenty the public loses more than it gains 
by having a code of bankruptcy law. No doubt there ere many abuses 
of the law, but then we hear of these whilst ordinary cases, where 
law is not abused, are not paraded in the same way, and it is 
the bounds of fact very considerably indeed to say that the former con 
stitute a majority of the cases in bankruptey, or anything approaching 
it. The subject, to be argued at length, would take up too much of 
your valuable space without any advantage, as it must be 
pretty clear to the vast majority of minds that, however beautiful the 
theory contended for by Lord Sherbrooke and your correspondent, it is 
altogether impracticable in the present state of society and trade. Bat I 
shall be glad if you will give me space to express briefly one or two 
thoughts which have ocourred to me in opposition to the views expressed 
by your correspondent. 

Granting, for the sake of argument, the evils arising out of the law 
of bankruptey, “commercially, morally, and socially,” would those evils 
be mitigated in any way by the suggestion of your correspondent that 
the ordinary laws of debtor and creditor should be 
selves? A time there was when there was no 
land, and as trade developed itself and that great ayetem of credit— 
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without which, whatever theorists may say about it, the commercial 
greatness of this country, the result of that enterprize which the system 
has fostered and encouraged, could not have been reared up—became 
more to ke recognized, it was found absolutely necessary to introduce a 
code of law to do justice as between creditors in case of their debtor 
being unable to pay them all in full. How we should better ourselves 
by going back to those primitive days before a bankruptcy law was 
introduced I fail to perceive. Whenever a debtor found himself in a 
position of insolvency he might act just as he pleased in preferring his 
creditors; and even if he did nothing in this respect, but left his creditors 
to pursue their common law remedies, it would be a case of ‘‘ first come, 
first served,” and it would be nice to contemplate the scrambling amongst 
creditors, the jealousies and ill-will it would engender, and the great 
sacrifice of assets in the sheriffs’ officers’ clutches, which would be the 
result of such a system at the present day. Would this be a saving of 
*fexpense to the country,” a prevention of “pecuniary loss to the 
trading community,” or a diminution of ‘‘ commercial depravity” ? He 
would, I think, be a bold man who would venture to answer in the 
affirmative. 

Your correspondent further asserts that “ the facilities which the law 
holds out for getting whitewashed are so great as positively to encourage 
recklessness in trading.” If that be so (and it is to some extent recog- 
nized by the proposals of the Government with respect to bankrupts’ 
discharge) it will not require a total abolition of the system to rectify 
it. That can be done by amendment of the law only. But I dispute 
the assertion that the present state of the law has much, if any, effect 
in increasing recklessness in trade. We shall always finda number of 
reckless traders whatever law may be passed on the subject, and, in my 
opinion, they would be none the less numerous if there were no code of 
bankruptcy law in existence. On the contrary, I think that the only 
way of dealing with recklessness in trading is by having a code of 
bankruptcy law containing provisions directed to the point similar to the 
Government proposals. Haney P. Jonzs. 

Manchester, March 25. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Locat Sasrrary AvtHortrr—SewEers—NvIsANCE—FAILURE TO EXER- 
cise StaTcoTorY Powers—Preric Heatran Act, 1875.(38 & 39 Vict. oc, 
55), 88. 13, 15, 17, 21—Rivers Poitvution Acr, 1876 (39 & 40 Vicr. co. 
75), 8 3.—In a case of The Attorney-General v. The Guardians of the Poor 
for the Union of Dorking, before the Court of Appeal on the 24th ult., an im- 
portant question arose as to the liability of a local sanitary authority for a 
nuisance arising from sewers vested in them, but constructed before they came 
into existence, they having done nothing beyond omitting to put in force their 
statutory powers of constructing a new m of drainage for their district. 
The action was brought at the relation of the owner of a house and land inthe 
parish of Dorking, for the purpose of restraining the defendants, who were 
the local sanitary authority under the Poblic Health Act, 1875, from causing 
or permitting the sewage of the town (other than sewage as to which there 
was a prescriptive right before the commencement of the action) to flow in an 
unporified state into a brook which bounded the relator’s land, so as to 
oceasion a nuisance to him, The sewage of the town was discharged by 
various drains into the brook in question, which was a natural stream. The 
sewage of the district had rapidly increased of late years, the population of 
Dorking baving risen from 5,996 in the year 1851 to about 10,000 at the pre- 
sent time. The defendants asserted that, even if a nuisance existed, they were 
not responsible for it, for they had done no act to create or increase the 
nuisance ; they had not themselves made the drains in question, but were only 
using in the accustomed manner the drains which they found in existence when 
they were constituted s publicbody. Hall, V.C., held, upon the authority of 
Glossop v. The Heston and Isleworth Local Board (28 W. R. 111, L. R. 12 Ch. D. 
102), that, assuming the existence of a nuisance, the plaintiff had no ground 
of action for an injunction or damages sgainst a local board who had done no 
act themselves to create or increase the nuisance, but bad merely neglected 
to perform their duty of providing « satisfactory and healthy system of drain- 
age, and thatthe only remedy was by a prerogative writ of mandamus to be 
granted by the Queen’s Bench Division. The Court of Appeal (Jesse, M.R., 
and Corton and Linney, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. Jesset, M.R., said 
that this court, as well as the court below, was bound by the decision in 
Glasop v. The Heston Local Board. ¥ven if he differed in opinion from the 
jedges who degided that case, which he did not, he must decide in accordance 

it, unless he could see some substantial difference between the two 
cases. He did not see any substantial difference—indeed, he could dis- 
cover no tangible difference. He assumed in this case, as in that, that the 
sewers were veeted in the defendants. Asin that case, it was admitted that 
as regarded a large portion of the sewers there were prescriptive rights—that 
is, there were a large nomber of persons in Dorking who had a right to send 
their sewage down the sewers. In that case, asin this, there bad been a 
one increase of the nuisance by the increasing numbers of persons who 
Bo prescriptive to drain into the sewers. That was so far in favour 

of granting an in . Here, asin that case, the defendants had done 
nothing as the particular sewer complained of, but they stated that 
they had done oreraes in their er to provide the best mode of dealing 
peed in order to construct » new system of 
drainage, they t do, they must acquire land on which 








the sewage would be conveyed. They had incurred expense and used every 
effort to find land of the requisite extent and quality in the neighbourhood, 
but, unfortunately, hitherto without success. They had not been negligent in 
putting their general powers into execution. His lordship said that he did 
not wish it to be inferred that if these public bodies did not put their powers 
into execution there were no means of compelling them todo so. The plaintiff 
complained that the defendants permitted persons, who had no prescriptive 
rights, to turn their drains into the defendants’ sewers. The question then 
arose whether, irrespective of the Acts of Parliament, he would have any right 
of action at common law against the defendants by reason of their ownership 
of the sewers ; and, if not, whether he would have any right of action under the 
Rivers Pollution Act. It was to be observed that the vesting of a sewer ina 
public body gave them a very limited right of ownership in the sewer. Ifa 
sewer was the property of an ordinary iandowner he could stop it up. But 
the owner of premises within the district of a local authority had a 
right, under section 21 of the Act of 1875, to connect his drains with their 
sewers. His lordship was by no means prepared tosay that the local authority 
could stop a sewer,and thereby cause a frightful nuisance to the inhabitants, But, 
even assuming that the defendants had an absolute right of ownership in the 
sewer, could the plaintiff compel them to stop it up? In the case 
of a landowner with a sewer running through his land, he could not 
stop it up against persons who had a prescriptive right of draining, 
How then could he prevent other persons from using it? His only courss 
would be to bring an action claiming an injunction to prevent the acquisition 
ofa prescriptive right to the injury of his property, His lordship’s present im. 
pression was that the landowner might obtain such an injunction, But then 
the person (in the position of the present plaintiff) lower down the stream said, 
Because you could obtain an injunction, I will bring an action against you to 
compel you to bring an action for that injuact‘on. Covid he be compelled to 
bring an action to stop people from acquiring preszriptive rights about which 
he did not care? The injunction would be in effect an order on the land- 
owner to bring actions against all his neighbours who had not prescriptive 
rights to use the sewer. Such an action had never been heard of either at 
common law or in equity. Where a person could not physically abate a 
nuisance, and could only do it by bringing an action, there was no right of 
action against him to compel him to bring such an action. Then, if there 
was no common law right of action, what right was there under the statute? 
The Act only said that a nuisance should not be committed, and the defend: 
ants said they were not doing this, and they had prepared a general scheme 
for the drainage of the district. Was this a case for an injunction? Cer- 
tainly not. And, as was observed by Cotton, LJ., in Glossop v. The 
Heston Board, ‘It would be contrary to the course of the court to make a 
decree in the nature of a decree for specific performance of the duties imposed 
upon them by Act of Parliament against the defendants, unless the court is 
satisfied that there is some particnlar mode by which they can carry into 
effect this system of drainage, and in that way exercise the powers of this 
Act of Parliament.” In other words, were the defendants to be under tha 
penalty of a sequestration of their corporate property for the breach of an 
order preventing a state of things from being allowed to continue, without 
there being any known means of stopping that state of things? Before the 
court could compel a man by injunction to do a thing it must be satisfied that 
the thing could bs done. Another consideration of great importance was 
that the exercise of the jurisdiction of granting an injunction was a matter of 
great delicacy. The court always took into account the balance of conveni- 
ence and inconvenience in these cases. A state of things was here existing 
which could only be put a stop to by parliamentary powers, and the effect of 
granting an injunction would be to cause most frightfal mischief to the 
town of Dorking, by allowing it to remain undrained, in order to prevent 
temporary injury to the plaintiff. His lordship was not prepared to make 
such an order. At the same time he was by no means prepared to say 
what would be the remedy of the plaintiff if the defendants were declining to 
put in force their powers. On the whole, this case was not fairly distinguish- 
able from Glossop v. The Heston*Local Board, and the appeal must be dis- 
missed. Corron, L.J., said that he adhered to the opinion expressed 
by him in Glossop v. The Heston Board. The defendants in this case 


right, without their permission, to connect his drains with their sewers. The 
defendants, therefore, in his lordship’s opinion, were not using the sewer for 
carrying the sewageinto the brook. They were themselves doing no act to 
create a nuisance, and therefore an injunction ought not to be granted. Bat 
then it was said that an injunction ought to be granted for the purpose of 
compelling the defendants to exercise for the plaintiff’s benefit the powers 
which had been conferred upon them. The answer to that was that there was 
no instance to be found of an action being brought against a person because 
he did not bring an action to restrain some third persons from iojoring the 
first plaintiff, who was himself not in a position to sue the third person. If 
the object was indirectly, by means of an injunction, to compel the defend- 
ants to exercise their powers, then this ought to be done by means of an order 
of a mandatory character directing the defendants to do the particular act. In 
allthe cases which had been cited on behalf of the plaintiff, such as Goldsmid 
v. The Tunbridge Wells Commissioners (14 W. R, 562, L. R. 1 Ob, 849), and 
The Attorney-General v. Colney Hatch Lunatic Asylum (17 W. R. 240, L. R. 
4 Ch, 146), the defendants who were restrained had been concerned in 
actively turning sewage on to the land of the person ‘complaining, and were 
not anthorized by their Acts to commit a nuisance in exercising their powers 
of drainage. Here the defendants were doing nothing to create or increase 
the nuisance. Linpiey, L.J., said that he did not see how to distinguish the 
case from Glossop v. The Heston Local Board.—Soricirors, Walters, Deverell, 
$ Walters ; Duncan, Warren, & Gardner. 
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could not close up the sewers, for every householder in the district had a 
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SHoRTHAND Notes.—On the 28th ult. the Court of Appeal (Jessen, M.R., 
and Corron and Linpiey, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision of Fry, J., in the 
case of Wallis v. Smith (noted ante, p. 184). The question wes whether a sum 
of £5,000 which, by one of the clauses in a contract, was to be forfeited by 
one of the eae to it, as liquidated damages, in case he should commit a 
substantial breach of the agreement, either in not proceeding forthwith with 
all due diligence to carry out and complete the several works contemplated, 
or in failing to perform any of the provisions therein contained, was really 
only a penalty. The provisions of the agreement are fully stated in the 
former note, and, upon the construction of the agreement as a whole, Fry, J., 
came to the conclusion that it was the intention of the parties that, in the 
events which bad happened, the £5,000 should be forfeited as liquidated 
damages, and the Court of Appeal affirmed this decision. Under these cir- 
cumstances the court allowed the costs of transcripts of a shorthand writer’s 
notes of the evidence taken in the court below, with the exception of copies of 
documents which were set out in the notes, and which the court said ought 
_ ° _ been transcribed there.—SoxiciTors, Terrell § Harrison ; Russell, 
‘on, § Scott, 





APPZAL For Costs—Costs our oF Funp—-TrustEz—JuDICATURE ACT, 
1873, s. 49—OrpER 55.—In a case of Turner v, Hancock, before the Court of 
Appcal on the 24th ult.,"the question was again raised which was raised in 
Farrow v. Austin (30 W. R. 50, L. R. 18 Ch. D. 58, 25 Soxicrrors’ Journat, 
640)—viz., whether a trustee who has not been allowed costs out. of his trust 
fund can a on the ground that he ou © have been allowed costs ont 
of the Tand, Ta Farrow. Autti Te was eld that he could, but, as we pointed 
ICITORS’ JOURNAL, 635) the decision of the Court of Appeal to the 
contrary in In re Hoskin's Trusts (25 W. R, 779, L. R. 6 Ch. D. 281) and 
Taylor v. Dowlen (17 W. R. 779, L. R. 4 Ch. 697) were not then cited to the 
court. In Turner v. Hancock reference was made to In re Hoskin's Trusts, but, 
notwithstanding, the court (Jesset, M.R., and Corron and Linptzy, L.JJ.) 
came to the sameconclusion as the court did in Farrow vy. Austin, JESSEL, 
M.R., said that in Stratton y. Cottrell (21 W. R. 234, L. RB. 8 Ch, 295, 302) 
Lord Selborne said, ‘‘ The right of a mortgagee in a suit for redemption or 
foreclosure to his general costs of suit, unless he has forfeited them by 
some improper defence or other misconduct, is well established, and does 
not rest upon the exercise of that discretion of the court which, in litigious 
causes, is generally not subject to review. The contract between mortgagor 
and mortgagee, as it is understood in this court, makes the mortgage a eecurity 
not only for principal and interest, and such ordinary charges and expenses as 
are usually provided for by the instrument creating the security, but also for the 
costs properly incident to a suit for foreclosure or redemption. In like 
manner, the contract between the author of a trust and his trastees entitles 
the_trus eiiselves and their cestuis que trust, to 
receive out 6 Tust es KW ‘Goats “fncident to the execu- 
ti ui s, resting Substantially upon contract, can only 
be Tost or Ctirfailed by such inequitable conduct on the part of a mortgagee 
or trustee as may-amount to a violation or culpable neglect of his duty under 
the contract. Any departure from these principles in the general course of 

he administration of justice in this court would tend to destroy, or, at least, 

ery materially to shake and impair, the security of mortgage transactions and 
the safety of trustees. In fact, such a departure, instead of being beneficial 
to those who may have occasion to borrow money on security, or to repose 
confidence as to property in their friends or neighbours, would, in the result, 
throw the former class of personsinto the bands of those who indemnify them- 
selves against extraordinary risks by extraordinary exactions, and would de- 
prive the latter class of the assistance of all who cannot afford, or are not in- 
clined, to bestow upon the affairs of other persons their money as well as their 
trouble and time. A decree, therefore, in a redemption suit, which disallows 

















the costs of the mo ’ pealable, an i against, can 
on ported t Cor Or specint cirenmstances sufficient to justify such 
a teparture fein the ordinary course of thecourt.” Jzssex, M.R., wide that 


it War Tor ths course of the court Ti tiddern times to discourage persons from 
becoming trustees by making trustees who had honestly done their duty 
liable for breaches of trust which they had committed innocently. The 
decision in In re Hoskin’s Trusts appeared to have been founded on a mistake 
of law. James, LJ., there said that the costs ofa trustee were subject to the 
discretion of the court. The Master of the Rolls said that he had always 
understoed the rule to be as it was laid down by Lord Selborne in Stratton v. 
Cottrell, and he must treat what James, L.J., said in In re Hoskin’s Trusts 
as being a mistake, and section 49 and order 55 did not alter the old rule as 
to the costs of a trustee or mortgagee. Corron and Lixpxgr, L.JJ., con- 
curred. The oo was accordingly heard on ,its merits, and, in the result, 
the court held that there was no ground for depriving the trustee of his costs 
out of the trust estate, —Soxrorrors, G. 8. ¢ H. Brandon; G. R. Burn. 





Bankruptcy Prtirion—Secursp Crepiror—Givinc vp Sxcuritry— 
Estimate OF VaLUB—ForMAL DerecT—AMENDMENT—Banxkrvptcr Act, 
1869, ss. 6, 82—Banxrurtcy Ruxes, 1870, k, 208—Banxruptoy Forws, 
1870, No, 10—SnortHanp Notzs or Evipence—OCosts.—In a case of Ez 
parte Vanderlinden, before the Court of Appeal on the 18th inst., a question 
arose upon the conatruction of seotion 6 of the Bankraptoy Aot, 1869, 
which provides that the debt of a oreditor who petitions for an adjadica- 
tion of bankruptcy against his debtor ‘must not be a secured debt, unless 
the petitioner atates in his petition that he will be ready to give up auch 
seourity for the benefit of the oreditors, in the event the debtor being 
adjadicated a bankrupt, or unless the itioner is willing to give an 


estimate of the value of his seourity, in which latter case he may be 
admitted as a petitioning creditor to 
Gne to him after deducting the value so estimated, 


extent of the balance of the debt 
bat he ehall, on an 





application being made by the trustee within the prescribed time after the: 

date of adjadication, give up his security to such trustee for the benefit of 

the creditors, upon payment of such estimated value.’ The court (JEssEL, 

M.R., and Corroy and LinDLeEy, L.JJ.) held that, gh it i 
give up hi 





























that the petitioner, if he is ready to g ecu: 
therereares hou 3 BE fact in his pet - : , if 
he be willing t& value of | i he should state | 
his willingaess ion, but that i should / 
m at statement on the hearing of the pé sh it is 


that he should, in compliance with form No. 10 of the Bankruptcy Forms, 
1870, make the statement in the petition. In the particular case the peti- 
tioning creditor held a charge upon some property of the debtor as security for 
his debt, bat he considered the security of no value, and stated in the petition 
that he held no security. The debtor disputed the adjudicatinn, on the 
ground that the security had not been stated in the petition. A few days 
before the hearing of the petition the petitioner’s solicitors had, ina letter to 
the debtor’s solicitors, said, “If the adjudication takes place, the charge 
will enure to the general body of creditors, as it is not valued at anything.” 
At the hearing of the petition it was stated on behalf of the petitioner that 
he waa ready to give up his security, but the registrar refused to make the 
adjudication, and dismissed the petition om the ground that this fact was not 
stated in it. The Court of Appeal held that, inasmuch as if the petitioner 
hed valued his security as worth a farthing, he need not have stated his 
willingness so to value it in the petition (this being in effect the same thing 
as giving it up for the benefit of the creditors), the defect or irregularity ia 
the petition was a merely formal one, within the meaning of secticn 82, 
by which no substantial injustice had been caused, and that the registrar 
ought to have exercised the power of amendment given by rule 208, by 
inserting in the petition a statement of the petitioner's readiness to 
give up his security. And tke court accordingly amended the petition in 
that way, and made the adjadication. The court gave no costs of the 
appeal, though they allowed the petitioner the costs of the hearing before 
the registrar, because a great deal of evidence had been adduced there with 
the view of proving that the petition had been presented for a malicious 
purpose. And the court gave the petitioner the costs of the shorthand 
writer’s notes of the evidence, on the ground that he had been appointed 
under an express order of the court to take these notes, —Soriorrors, Beyfus 
& Beyfus; Williams & Graham. “ 





Bankruptcy ApPpEAL—T1ME—Entry—Norice To Racistaak oF Cousty 
Court—“ Fortuwirh ’"—Banervptcr Rowes, 1870, kr. 143, 144.—In acase 
of Ez parte Williams, before the Court of Appeal onthe 23rd ult.,a question arose 
whether an appeal to the Chief Judge in Bankruptcy from an order in bankruptcy 
made by a county court was irregular, on theground that notice of theappeal had 
not been sent “ forthwith ” to theregistrar of the county court in compliance with 
the provisions of rule 144 of the Bankru Rules, 1870. The order was 
made by the county court on the 17th of ber. On the 22nd of Decem- 
ter an appeal was entered with the registrar of appeals in London, and, on the 
same day, the London agents of the appellant’s country solicitors sent a copy 
of the notice of appeal by post to the country solicitors, by whom it was 
received on the morning of the 23rd of December. The offices of the 
county court were closed for the Christmas vacation from the 23rd to the 
27th of December, both inclusive. On the morning of the 28th of 
ber the country solicitors of the appellant left a copy of the notice 
appeal with the registrar of the county court. Bacon, CJ., held, 
apparently on the authority of Ex parte Laméd (30 W. R. 126, L. R. 1 
Ch. D. 169, ante, p. 97), that the notice had not been sent to the registrar 
‘* forthwith,” and on this ground he dismissed the appeal without goi 
the merits. he Court of Appeal (JessEt, M.R., and Corron aod Lixp- 
Ley, L.JJ.) said that the appellant had been guilty of no delay, the notice 
of appeal having been left with the registrar at the earliest possible time. 
The Chief Judge must have been under some misapprehension. The objec- 
tion was accordingly overruled, and the appeal was heard on its merits.— 
Sorrcrrors, R. White ; Smith, Lawrence, ¢ Ce. 


Rartway Company—Computsony Powsrs—RicHt To Extsr ox LAxp 
REFusaL oF LANDOWNER TO DELIVER —SHERIFF— 
TRESPASS—COMPENSATION FOR LAND INJURIOUSLY AFFSCTED—LANDs 
Ciauses ConsoxrpaTion Acr, 1845, ss. 68, 85, 91—Ramwars CLavsEs 
Act, 1845, ss. 6, 77.—In a case of Loosemore v. The Tiverton and North Devon 
Railway Company, before Fry, J., on the 27th ult., a question arose as to the 
right of a railway company, who have given notice to a landowner to treat 
for land required for the purposes of their Act before the expiration of the 
three years limited by the Act for the exercise 

simp permane of land, to enter on the land, under section 85 of the 
a lauses Consolidation Act, after the m 
period and just before the expiration of the five years limited 
the completion of the com » wa Se ee ae 
to the landowner not sa ag 
possible that the compensation should be ascertained, or that the company’s 
works on the land should be completed, walll efter the expiants of Oe Se 
years. The company's Act was passed 1875. T 
compulsory powers for the purchase of land t of 
1878, and the time for the completion of their works expired oa the 
of July, 1880. On the 12th of July, 1878, the company served on 
plaintiff a notice to treat for some land belonging to him. The plaintiff on 


them to purchase the whole of his land, on the ground that the land req 
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The company treated this notice as invalid, and did not reply toit. On 
the 2nd of December, 1878, the plaintiff sent the company a second notice, 
calling on them to elect whether they would take all or none of his land, 
and saying that, uoless they so elected within twenty-one days by notice in 
writing to him, he should consider their silence to mean that it was not their 
intention to take the whole of his land. Nothing further was done for a 
long time, and ultimately, on the 10th of December, 1879, the company 
sent notice to the plaintiff of their intention to apply to the Board of Trade, 
under section 36 of the Act 30 & 31 Vict. o, 127, to appoint a surveyor to 
value the land, so as to enable them to take possession under section 85 of 
the Lands Clauses Act. The plaintiff took no steps to have the validity of 
his counter-notice decided, nor did he take any steps to have the compensa- 
tion payable to him ascertained, The company applied tothe Board of 
Trade, who appointed a surveyor, and he on the 2nd of February, 1880, 
valued the land comprised in the company’s notice to treat at £236 10s, 
A copy of the valuation was sent to the plaintiff, but he still did nothing. 
On the 9th of April, 1880, the company deposited the £236 103, in the 
Bank of England, and on the 5th of July, 1880, they gave the plaintiff a 
written notice of their intention to enter on his land, and sent him a 
bond of the company, with two sureties, for the £236 10s. The plaintiff the 
same day gave the company notice in writing that he should resist their taking 
possession. On the following day the company took possession, the plaintiff, 
in fact, offering no resistance. The plaintiff then commenced this ac:ion 
against the company, alleging that their entry was invalid, and claiming an 
injunction to restrain them continuing in possession of his land. He also 
claimed damages for some clay which they had dug out and removed from the 
land. The latter claim arose in this way. The company’s noti did 
not include the minerals on the land, and there was evidence that the clay 
on the land jure 
atcordi 







embankment, so that it was not necessary to excavate his land for the purpose 
of constructing the line. But the company dug out from the plaintiff’s land, 
and carried away, some loads of clay, for the purpose of puddling some bridges 
which they were building on some adjoining land. It was contended on 
behalf of the plaintiff that the company’s entry on his land was unlawful, 
because it was impossible either that their works could be completed within the 
five years, or that the compensation payable to the plaintiff could be ascer- 
tained, under section 68 of the Lands Clauses Act, within that period, and it 
was said that the provisions of that section were powers conferred on the com- 
pany which did not survive the expiration of the five years. Fay, J., said 
that the notice to treat created a relation of a somewhat peculiar character 
between the company and the landowner, somewhat like that of vendor and 
purchaser. It bound the company to take the land, and it bound the land- 
owner to give the company the land, subject to his right to compensation. 
The argument was that the provisions of section 68 were powers of the com- 
pany which came to an end at the end of the five years. Suppose the 
company had given a notice to treat and had entered long before the expiration 
of the five years, but the landowner had taken no steps to have the compensa- 
tion ascertained, conld it be said that the company would be entitled to 
remain in possession of the land without the compensation payable to the 
landowner ever being ascertained ? If so, he would be without any remedy 
beyond the amount for which the company had given security. That would be 
an absurd construction. His lordship thought that the true view was, not that 
section 68 conferred powers on the company which came to an end at the 
expiration of the three years or the five years, but that it gave them powers 
for the benefit of the landowner, be having the option of requiring those 
powers to be exercised, It had been held in previous cases that these powers 
survived the expiration of the three years, and his lordship had great difficulty 
in seeing why, if they survived the three years, they did not equally survive 
the five years. He preferred, however, to rest his decision on this, that 
section 68 imposed on the company obligations to do something for the benefit 
of the landowner, and that those obligations did not expire when the com- 
pany’s compulsory pores expired. 

Reliance was placed, on behalf of the plaintiff, on the view 
expressed by Malins, V.C., in Field v. The Carmarthen, &c., Railway 
Company (16 W. R. 273, L. BR. 5 Eq. 190), that the power of a railway 
company to enter on land under section 85 of the Lands Clauses Con- 
solidation Act is limited to cases where there is an urgent necessity for an 
immediate entry. Fer, J., said that, in the absence of authority, he should 
have felt great difficulty in coming to any such conclusion, the effect of which 
was to introduce into section 85 words which were not there. But, if that 
authority was to be treated as binding, his lordship thought that in the present 
case there was an urgent necessity for an immediate entry, for, if the company 
had not entered when they did, they would, probably, Lave not been able to 
= aap a a = od espana land at all. 

was also urg’ the entry of the company was unlawful, because, as 
the plaintiff bad refased to deliver up bed nh ought, under section 91 
of the Lands Clauses Act, to have summoned the sheriff to give them possession, 
Bat Fer, J., beld that, as the plaintiff did not actively oppose the entry of 
the company, section 91 did not apply, and the company were jastided in 
taking possession without the aid of the sheriff. 

And 4s to the removal of the clay, his lordship held on the evidence that 
the clay was a mineral within the meaning of section 77 of the Railways 
Clauses Act, 1645. The removal of the clay was not necessary for the execu- 
tion of the company’s works on the plaintiff’s land, and the plaintiff was 
entitled to damages for the improper removal, The provisions of section 6 
of the Kailways Ciauses Act, 1845, for giving compensation to « landowner 
whose land was Jnjorioualy sffeeted by the company’s works, did not apply. 
That seetion applied to an injory which reasonably or naturally followed from 
the construction of the works; not to an injury which resulted from a trespass 
by the company —Sorscitons, UV. M, Stren; R. R. Nelson, 
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Least ~AGREEMENT—DISTRESS FOR RENT—JUDICATURE Act, 1873, s. 25,— 
In a case of Walsh v. Lonsdale, before the Court of Appeal on the 29th ult., 
the queetion which was referred to in The Commissioners for the Exhibition of 
1851 v. The Royal Horticultural Society (ante, p. 331), as to the effect of the 
Judicature Act upon the position of a person who has taken possession of 
property under an agreement for a lease, no lease having been executed, again 
arose. An agreement had been entered into between the plaintiff and the 
defendant for the granting of a lease by the latter to the former of a 
weaving shed, looms, and machioery, at a rent of £1 103. per annum 
per loom ran by the lessee, it being provided that the lessee 
was not to run less than 540 looms. The lease was to contain such 
covenants and conditions as were contained in another lease which was 
specified in the agreement, or such of them as were or could b3 made 
applicable to the tenancy thereby agreed to be created. The lease referred 
to was made at a fixed annual rent, payable yearly in advance on the 
1st of May in every year during the continuance of the term thereby granted. 
And it was expressly thereby agreed that there should, at all times during 
the continuance of the demise (except in the last year of the term), 
be due and payable in advance on demand a whole year’s rent 
of the demised property, in addition to the proportion (if any) of 
the yearly rent due and unpaid for the period previous to such demand. 
The lessee entered under the agreement, but no lease was executed. After 
he had been in occupation for some time, paying his rent quarterly, the land. 
lord served on him a demand for the payment of a year’s rent in advance fron 
the date of the demand, calculated on the number of looms (560) which he 
was then running, and, the demand not being at once complied with, the 
landlord levied a distress for the sum which he had demanded. The tenant 
then commenced the action, alleging that the distress was illegal, and claiming 
an injunction to restrain the landlord from selling under the distress, and 
from remaining in possession. It was urged that no distress could be levied 
for rent in advance, because no lease had been executed, and the tenant was, 
therefore, in possession at law only as tenant from year to year at the rent 
specified in the agreement. It was also urged that the provisions contained 
in the lease referred to in the agreement as a precedent for the payment of 
rent in advance, were not applicable to a case where the rent was uncertain in 
amount, depending on the number of looms which the lessee might choose to 
run, and that, at any rate, a distress could be levied only for a rent certain, 
and must be levied for the whole rent, not for a part of it. The court (Jgsser, 
M.R., and Corron and Linpiey, L.JJ.), without finally deciding the con- 
struction of the agreement, held that the landlord was prima facie entitled to 
demand payment in advance of a year’s rent corresponding to the minimum 
number of looms which the tenant was to run, and to levy a distress for 
that amount, and, cousequently, that an interim injunction could be granted 
ovly on the terms of the plaintiffs paying that amount into court, JESSEL, 
M.R., said that there was au agreement for a lease, under which the 
intended lessee had taken possession, Since the Judicature Act, @ person 
in that position held under the agreement. There was not, as formerly, two 
estates, one a tenancy at law from year to year, the other a tenancy in 
equity under the agreement. Now there was only one court, and the rule 
of equity prevailed. The tenant now held under the agreement, on the 
same terms as if a lease, properly framed in pursuance of it, had been 
granted. That being so, he could not complain of the landlord exercising 
the same rights as he would have had if the lease had been granted, and, 
on the other hand, he was protected just in the same way as if the 
lease had been granted, The landlord could not eject him by virtue 
of his legal estate, unless he could do so under the lease. The 
lessee (for he was lessee in equity) bad no ground for complaining of the dis. 
tress. The question how the lease ought to be framed under the agreement 
was one of some nicety. His lordship’s present opinion was that there ought 
to be inserted in the lease a minimum or dead rent of £810, corresponding 
to the minimum number of 440 looms which the lessee was to ran. If that 
were 80, the provisions of the other lease for payment of the rent in advance 
would be applicable to that minimum rent, and the distress would be legal to 
that extent. The injunction ought, therefore, to be granted only on the terms 
of the plaintiff paying £810 into court within a week. The defendant would 
remain in possession till the payment was made, and would not sell the goods 
in the meantime. Corron, L.J., said that, under the lease on the terms of 
which the plaintiff must be taken to be holding, the defendant would be en- 
titled to rent in advance of some amount, and there being a primd facie case, 
he ovght not to be deprived of bis security, Linpury, L.J., said that the 
plaintifi’s rights depended on the lease as it ought to be framed in pursuance 
of the agreement, and that the landlord ought not to be compelled to with- 
draw, except on the terms of £810 being paid into court.—SoxiciTors, 
Pritchard, Englefield, & Co. ; Bower & Cotton, 


InsoLvent EstaTe—ApDMINISTRATION—Riouts oF SecureD AND Uv. 
sEcuRED CrEvItors—-KuLes 1N BAaNkRuPTCY—ParioriItY—JUDGMENT RE- 
CoverED BY CReDiToR AGAINST Execuror BEFORE ADMINISTRATION JUDG- 
MENT—JUDICATURE ACT, 1875, 8, 10O—BaNxruprcy Act, 1869, 8, 32.—In a 
case of Winehouse v. Winehouse, before Fry, J., on the 27th ult., the question 
arose whether, by the operation of section 10 of the Judicature Act, 1875, 
creditor, who recovers judgment against the executor of an insolvent estate 
before the date of a jadgment for the administration of the estate, is now 
disentitled to the priority which his judgment would formerly have given 
him over the other creditors of the testator in the same degree. On the 
21st of January, 1879, an action was commenced for the administration of the 
testator’s estate. On the 29th of March a creditor of the testator commenced 
an action for his debt against the executors as such, On the 9th of April a 
receiver was — in the administration action, upon his giving security. 
On the 24th of April the creditor recovered judgment in his action against 
the executors, they admitting assets by default in pleading. On the 2ad of 
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May the ordinary administration judgment was given in the administration 
action. On the 19th of August the receiver's recognizances were completed. 
Ox the Ist of July, 1881, the chief clerk’s certificate was made in the ad- 
minstration action, by which it appeared that the testator’s estate was 
insuficient for the payment of his debts ia full, The debt of the creditor who 
had recovered judgment was allowed in the certificate, he having proved it 
by producing his judgment, which was admitted by the executors. When his 
judgment was obtained it was supposed that the estate was solvent. The 
creditor was not served with notice of the administration judgment, and did 
not attend the proceedings under it. On the 22nd of July, 1881, the action 
was heard on further consideration, when an order wag made that the residue 
of the estate, after the payment of costs, should be apportioned among the 
creditors (including the judgment creditor), and paid to them ac- 
cordingly. In February, 1882, tha fund not having been divided, the 
judgment creditor took out a summons, asking that his debt might be 
paid to him in full ovt of the assets in court, in priority to all the 
other creditors. There was evidence that the creditor did not know that 
the estate was insolvent until the 28th of January, 1882. Fry, J., held 
that, notwithstanding ssction 10, the creditor was entitled to priority by virtue 
of his judgment, and that he had not been guilty of any laches which would 
deprive him of it, His lordship said that ther j ained 


by a creditor against an executor gave Ba cms rae TSR 
debts of the Testavorrof eye dagies hat ‘been long established. The rule was 
founded on the supertor-diti Of the creditor. Section 32 of the Bankruptcy 
Act, ; provided tha ankruptcy, with the exception of certain debts 
for wages and rates and taxes, all debts should be paid pari passu. Was this 
latter provision imported by section 10 of the Judicature Act into the 
administration of the estates of insolvent deceased persons ? Section 10 said 
that in the administration of those estates, and in the winding up of com- 
panies, ‘‘the same rules shall prevail and be observed as to the resp-ctive 
rights of secured and unsecured creditors as may be in force for the time being 
under the law of bankruptey with respect to the estates of persons adjudged 
bankrupt.” Did these words apply only to the rights of secured creditors as 
a class in conflict with the rights of unsecured creditors as a class—to the 
rights of the two classes inter se, regarded as two conflicting classes—or did they 
apply also to the rights of the members of each class inter se? His lordship 
thought that the former was the true construction. There had been a great 
many decisions to the effect that section 10 applied only to the administration 
of the assets, and had no operation with regard to the assets which were to be 
administered. It was settled, for instance, that section 10 did not import 
into the administration of insolvent estates of deceased persons the provisions 
of section 87 of the Bankruptcy Act, or the provisions of the reputed owner- 
sbip clause. The property to be administered was that which was the property 
of the dead man at the time of his death. In Zn re The Norton Ironworks 
Company (26 W. R. 53), Jessel, M.R., andin Jn re The Association of Land 
Financiers (L. RK. 16 Ch. D. 373), Malins, V.C., held that section 10 had 
introduced into the winding up of a company the bankruptoy rule that 
servants’ wages should be paid in priority to other debts, while, in Jn re 
Albion Steel and Wire Company (26 W. R. 348, L, R. 7 Ch. D. 547), Jessel, 
M.R., held that section 10 did not, in a winding up, give local rates priority 
over other debts, Andin Smith v. Morgan (L. R. 5 C. P. D. 337), the 
Common Pleas Division held that section 10 had not taken away the priority 
of a judgment creditor in an administration action. In this conflict of 
authority Fry, J., said it was not easy to say whether, in his view, he was 
following or differing from the authoritics, but he thought the weight of 
authority was in favour of his conclusion, He was confirmed in it by the 
decision of the Court of Appeal in Lee v. Nwttal/ (27 W. R. 805, L. R. 12 
Ch. D. 61), that an executor’s right of retainer is not affected by seotion 10. 
If section 10 had required that all debts should, in the administration of the 
estate of a deceased insolvent, be paid pari passu, as in bankruptcy, it was 
difficult to see how the executor’s right of retainer could remain. And, 
moreover, in In re Withernsea Brick Works (29 W. R. 178, L. R. 16 Ch. D. 
337), Lush, L,J., and James, L.J. (though not quite so distinctly), laid it 
down that this part of section 10 was only intended to introduce into winding 
up, and into the administration of the estates of deceased insolvents, the 
bankruptcy rule that a secured creditor could prove only for the balance of 
his debt after deducting the value of his security. Therefore his lordship held 
that the priority of the judgment creditor had not been taken away by 
section 10, and granted his application.—Soticirors, H. Aird; O. B. 
Wooler ; Cunliffe, Beaumont, & Davenport, 


Rartway CompaNy—Lanps Criauses OConsoripation Act, 1845, ss. 63, 
65—Foxm or Convgyance—Damaces For INJuRY DONE AFTER AWARD OF 
ArsitRaToRS.—In the case of Jn re The Swindon, Marlborough, and Andover 
Railway Company, before Chitty, J., on the 24th ult, a motion was made on 
behalf of the company that a proper conveyance might be made to them of 
lands taken by them under their statutory powers, upon payment by them of 
the sum awarded in respect of purchase-money and compensation by arbitrators 
appointed under the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845. It appeared that 
the company having taken possession of the lands in question, bad, as was 
alleged by the vendors, during the construction of their railway, damaged 
land belonging to the vendors which was not comprised in the award, and that 
the vendors had sent in a claim for a further sum in respect of the damages so 
caused, The conveyance, as delivered to the vendors, purported to convey the 
lund — by the company “ free from all claims ia respect of compenra- 
tion for damage to be sustained by the owner of the lands and hereditaments by 
reason of the severing of the same from the cther lands of the owner, or other- 
wise injuriously affecting such other lands,"’ The vendors|took the objection 
that the insertion of the words ‘* or otherwise’ would prejudice their pending 
claims against the company, and therefore declined to execute the conveyance 
inthe form delivered to them, Curry, J., observed that the contest was an 





idle one. The vendors were, no doubt, entitled to have the conveyances, 
executed in a form which should not prejudice any claims they might mike; 
but, on the other hand, all that was desired by the company was a conveyance 
of the land free from all claims, and not to escap3 any liability in respect of 
the claims made. The proper course would be to qualify the terms objested 
to by confining the damag3s to damages covered by the award, and this 
would ba effected by placing after the words ‘“‘or otherwise” the words “for 
damages covered by the award.”—Soticrrors, W. Moon, for J. C. Townsend, 
Swindon; Bradford & Foote. 


PaTENT—INFRINGEMENT—LicensE For LimitreD ArgA—SALE OuTsiDe 
Area.—In a case of Smith v. Buchanan, before Hall, V.C., on the 23rd ult., a 
point of patent law was raised which, althongh generally accepted, has not 
previously been the subject of jadicial decision. The plaintiff had grantei to 
certain parties a licanse to manufacture aad sell his patented inveation within 
the counties of Lancashire and Yorkshire, These licensees had sold the patented 
machines to the defeadants, who, in their tara, had sold them outside tha 
licensed counties—namely, in Glasgow and elsewhere. Tae plaintiff had co n- 
meneed an action for infringement in respect of these sales, ani now movel 
for an interim injunction. The case which hs sought to establish was that 
the restriction imposed by tha limited license attached to the patented 
machines in whatever hands they might be, and he founded this proposition 
upon the maxim that a vendor cannot give his vendee a better title or a 
greater right than he himself possesses in the subject-matter of the sale, and 
that in the case of a patent this maxim is absolutely unqualified, inasmuch as 
the doctrine of purchase for valuable cousideration without notice cannot thera 
be applied. His lordship refased the motion, with costs, upon the grouad that 
a purchaser from a licensee, whether special or general, acquires the patented 
article for all purposes, and can exercise every right of ownership in respect of 
it.—Soticrrors, Shum, Crossman, § Co. ; Brook & Chapman. 





CASES BEFORE THE BANKRUPTCY REGISTRARS. 
(Before Mr. Recistran Moray, sitting as Chief Judge.) 
March 2.—Ex parte Peach, Re Brown. 


The Court of Bankruptcy has no jurisdiction in a case of composigion 
to restrain the debtor from proceeding to a taxation of the receiver's 
costs, although it is alleged that the amount of such costs has been agreed 
between the parties. 


This was an application on behalf of Frederick Robert Peach fora declara- 
tion that the taxing master of this court had no jurisdiction, under the circu n- 
stances of the case, to tax the costs of the applicant as receiver of the debtor's 
property, and that the debtor might be restrained from proceeding any farther 
with such taxation. 

On the 10th of March, 1880, the applicant was appointed recsiver uader a 
petition for liquidation presented by Ambros? Brown, On the 3lst of March, 
resolutions were passed by a statutory majority of the creditors accepting a 
composition of 103. in the pound in satisfaction of the debts, payable by instal- 
ments as therein provided, the whole to be secured to the satisfaction of the 
three lergest creditors, and the applicant was appointed trustee for the receipt 
and distribution of the composition. 

On the 14th of April the creditors confirmed the resolutions, which were daly 
registered. The applicant, on the 19th of April, made out fhis bill of costs, 
amounting to £75 Is. 3d., and submitted the same to the debtor for his 
approval, and he signed the applicant’s ledger account as being correct. The 
applicant had previously, according to his affidavit, stated that he should not 
allow Mr. King, a proposed surety, to sign any agreement or bond until the 
debtor had agreed to his charges. 

On the 2nd of May, 1881, the debtor came to the applicant's office, and 
said he had gone through the bill, and there were se items which ought 
to be reduced. The applicant then went carefully over the bill with him, aad 
reduced certain items to the extent of £5 63. 6d. Ths debtor then said, 
‘¢ Well, as you have money in hand, you may as well receipt the bill at once,” 
and the applicant then debited the cash account with the amount of the bill, 
and gave him a receipt for the sime, and he thereapon, after going throagh 
the applicant’s ledger, with receipts and disbursements, sigaed the books as 
correct. 

The applicant stated that the debtor never objected to -~ of his charges 
after they had been settled and agreed to on the 2ad of May, 1881, until 
January of the present year, when he applied to the taxing master to tax the 
bill, some other differences having since sprang up between them. The 
master gave an appointment for the 26th of January, when clerk in the 
employ of the applicant’s solicitor attended before him, and objected to his 
jurisdiction, on the ground that the matter had long since been dis of by 
agreement, and ultimately the master adjourned the taxation to allow of an 
application being made to the court, 


Finlay Knight, for Peach, contended, upon the authority of Ex parte Lyons 
(L. R. 7 Ch, 494), that when the amount of the receiver's charges had deen 
ascertained by agreement between the parties, this coart had no jarisdietioa to 
Order a taxation, 


Brough, for the debtor, was not heard, 


Mr. Rearstrar Murray held that he had no jurisdiction to make any order 
upon the application. In Ee parte Lyons the debtor had given a bill of sale 
outside the liquidation to the receiver, and the Court of Appeal held that the 
Court of Bankruptcy had no jarisdiotion to set it aside, but here he was asked 
tosay that the debtor was bound by the resolutions and the alleged agree- 
ment with the receiver, He might review the taxation when the bill bad 
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been taxed, but at present he had no jurisdiction to interfere, and the appli- 
cation must be dismissed. 

Solicitor for the applicant, R. Lomar. 

Solicitors for the debtor, Yewdall & Son. 





(Before Mr, RecistraR Broucuaw, acting as Chisf Judge.) 
March 2.—Ex parte Hall, Inre Hall. 


A creditor who alleged that his debt had been incurred by fraud, 
commenced an action against the debtor after the close of his liquidation, 
but before he obtained his discharge, to recover the balance of the debt, 
after deducting the dividends which the creditor had received. The 
debtor applied foran injunction to restrain further proceedings in the 
action, 

The court refused the application. 


This was an application on behalf of William Hall, a debtor, whose affairs 
were under liquidation by arrangement, for an order that the Imperial Dis- 
count Company (Limited) be restrained from further proceeding in an action 
commenced by them against the debtor in the Queen’s Bench Division on the 
15th of December, 1881, to recover the sum of £82 0s. 7d. 

On the 8th of May, 1879, the debtor filed his petition for liquidation, and 
at the first meeting a resolution was passed by the statutory majority of the 
creditors that his affairs should be liquidated by arrangement, and not in bank- 
ruptcy, and trustees were appointed, with a committee of inspection, Such 
resolution was afterwards registered. 

At the date of the petition the Imperial Discount Company (Limited) wero 
creditors of the debtor for the sum of £75, balance of principal money due on 
a promissory note for £120, dated January 2, 1879, and the company received 
dividends amounting to £7 19s, 5d. They did not, however, assent to any 
arrangement with the debtor otherwise than by proving their debt and 
accepting dividends. Ata general meeting of the creditors held under the 
liquidation a special resolution was passed that the liquidation should be closed 
- — the 3lst of December, 1880, but no discharge was granted to the 

ebtor. 

On the 15th of December, 1881, the company commenced an action against 
the debtor in the Queen’s Bench Division to recover the sum of £82 0s. 7d., 
being the balance due, with interest up to that time, after deducting the divi- 
dends received by thecompany. ‘The secretary of the company alleged in 
his affidavit that the debt had been incurred by fraud, but the debtor denied this 
to be the case, 

Section 15 of the Debtors Act, 1869, provides that ‘‘ where a debtor makes 
any arrangement or composition with his creditors under the provisions of 
the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, he shall remain liable for the unpaid balance of 
any debt which he incurred or increased or whereof, before the date of the 
arrangement or composition, he obtained forbearance by any fraud, provided 
the defrauded creditor has not assented to the arrangement or composition 
otherwise than by proving his debt and accepting dividends.” 

Herbert Reed, in support ofthe application.—A creditor to whom the debtor 
is indebted in respect of any proveable debt has no remedy against the prop- 
erty or person of the debtor except in the manner directed by the Act: Bank- 
ruptey Act, 1869, s, 12, and by rule 289 he is absolotely restrained from com- 
mencing or continuing any proceedings whatever. It is said that the debt 
due to thecompany has been incarred by fraud, still, thedebtor not having 
obtained his discharge, the company cannot sue: Ex parte Hemming, Re 
Chatterton (28 W. BR. 218, L. R. 13 Ch. D. 163) ; Cobham v, Dalton (23 W. RB. 
865, L. R. 10 Ch. 655). The only remedy of the company is under section 54, 
which provides that when a person who has been made bankrupt has not ob- 
tained his discharge, then, from and after the close of the bankruptcy, 
no portion ofa debt proveable under the bankruptcy shall be enforced against 
the property ofthe personso made bankrupt until the expiration of three 
years from the close of the bankruptcy. 

Israel Davies, for the company.—The liquidation having been closed, the 
company has & right to proceed for the recovery of a debt inourred by fraud, 
altbough the debtor may not have obtained his order of discharge, Property 
acquired by or devolving upon the bankrupt after the close of the liquida- 
tion cannot be claimed by the trustee: Re Pettitt's Trusts (24 W. RB. 359, 
L, R.1 Ch. D. 479). Indeed, this is clear from the terms of the 15th section 
spart from any authority. Lz parte Wainwright (L. R. 19 Ch. D. 149), 
shows tbe position of the debtor in a case in which the liquidation has not 
been closed; and Ebbs v. Boulnois (23 W. R. 820, L. R. 10 Ch. 479), 
supports my contention. Section 15 of the Debtors Act has no application 
to this case, In Ex parte Williams (23 W. B. 790, L. B. 20 Eq. 743), 
Bacon, ©.J., held that the creditors have the same rights against an un- 
discharged debtor as against a bankrupt under section 54, 

Reed, in reply. 

Mr. Rzcrstzarn Broveuaw said that for the purposes of the argument 
fraud was admitted, and it was also admitted that the liquidation had been 
closed as from the 3lst of December, 1880. It was contended that the only 
remedy of the creditor was under section 54, but in this ease the debt would 
not be barred by the order of discharge. In Cobham v. Dalton, James, L.J., 
said that “when the order of discharge had been obtained, or the bank- 
ruptey had been closed, the right of creditors whose debts were not barred 
as to the fature assets accrued, the creditors whose debts were barred 
having lost all remedy.” The debt of the company was not barred, and 
Cobham v. Dalton was conclusive upon the point. He would be bound to 


follow Ez parte Williams, but he thought Ez parte Hemming more applicable, 
because Ez parte _Wiliams only applied to creditors whose debts were 
ncn The application would be refased, and the costs must follow the 
even 

Solicitors for the debtor, Reed, Lovell, § Reed. 

Solicitor for the company, Z, H, Adcock. 








SOLICITORS’ CASES. 
Hics Court or Justice.—QueeEn’s Bencu Dtvisr0n. 
(Sittings in Banc, before MatHEw and Cave, JJ.) 
March 27,.—Copp v. Lynch and The Law Life Assurance Company.* 


Solicitor—Agent—Insurance—Commission—Incapacity of solicitor to re. 
ceive commission on insurance unknown to his client. 


In this case, which was heard on appeal from the judgment of Mr. Com- 
missioner Kerr, the action was brought by Mr. Copp, who is a solicitor and 
agent to the Law Life Assurance Company, to recover the commission on 
certain premiums payable in respect of the insurance of the 
life of one Jackson, under the following circumstances:—Jackson 
being indebted to the defendant Lynch, offered as security to 
assign to him by way of mortgage a contingent reversionary in- 
terest to which he was entitled in the event of his surviving his 
father and mother, and it was proposed that, as a further security, he should 
insure his life, and assign the policy to Lynch. Copp, who was Lynch's 
solicitor, and acting for him ia the negotiations with Jackson, introduced 
Jackson to the Law Life Assurance Company, and he insured his life with 
that society. The Law Life Assurance Company are in the habit of paying a 
commission on the annual premium to any solicitor who introduces a life, and 
it appears on their prospectuses that assurances may be effected through 
solicitors, Jackson having been introduced by Copp, the company sent the 
annual demand for the premium on his life assurance to Copp, who forwarded 
it to Lynch, and he sent Copp a cheque for the amount, and debited Jackson’s 
account with himself with such amount. The company haviug received the 
premium, which in Jackson’s case amounted to £55 53, 5d., returned to Copp 
his commission thereon, which amounted to £2 15s. 3d., but Lynch was 
unaware that Copp received any commission, This course of business having 
continued for three years, but in the fourth year, owing to some mistake, the 
demand for the premium was sent to Mr. Lynch, and on his sending his cheque 
for the amount, thecommission was handed back to his messenger. From 
that time Mr. Lynch continued to pay the premiums himself and to receive the 
commission, with the amount of which in each instance he credited Jackson, 
and refused to hand it over to Mr. Copp. Mr. Copp brought his action to 
recover the amount of the commission thus received by Lynch. 
Lynch in his defence denied his liability, on the ground that Copp 
was acting as his solicitor and ent, and counter-claimed for 
the amount of the commission received by Copp on the premiums 
paid during the first three years of the insurance. The Law Life Assurance 
Company were added as defendants in the alternative. Mr. Commissioner 
Kerr gave judgment for the defendant in the action and on the counter-claim, 
and the plaintiff now appealed. 

Crispe, for Mr. Copp. 

Tomlinson, for Mr. Lynch. 

J. Clerk, for the Law Life Assurance Society, 

It was admitted in the course of the argument that Mr, Lynch was as a fact 
unaware that Mr. Copp received any commission on the premium until he 
discovered it as above. 

Crispe, for the plaintiff, urged that Mr. Copp was not acting as Mr, Lynch’s 
solicitor, but as the agent of the assurance company, and that as such he 
was entitled to his commission; that if Jackson had effected the assurance 
himself without the intervention of Copp, the premium payable would have 
been the same as now, and no smaller; and referred to the cases of Great 
Western Insurance Company v. Cunliffe (L. R. 9 Oh. 525), and Baring v. 
Stanton (25 W.R. 237, L. R. 3 Ch. D, 502). 

The Court, however, without calling on the other side, upheld the decision 
of the learned commissioner, In both the cases cited there had been know- 
ledge of the fact that the agent received commission, and acquiescence in the 
9g by the principal. In the present case Mr. Lynch did not know that 

r. Copp received any commission, and therefore the rule of law applied that 
where an agent derives a benefit unknown to his principal, such as this com- 
mission, he must account for it to his principal. It was suggested that if Mr. 
Lynch had himself effected the insurance, he would still have had to pay the 
same premium, and that Mr. Copp was the agent. of the company, and not 
Mr. Lynch’s solicitor, but neither of these contentions were correct. Mr. 
Copp was acting as Mr, Lynch’s solicitor, and Mr, Lynch was not aware that 
he was acting in any other capacity, and the premiums would be lower if 
these commissions had not to be allowed for. It might be that Mr. Cop 
assumed that Mr, Lynch was aware of the practice, but, as a matter of fact, it 
appeared that he was not, and that beingso, Mr. Lynch had a good defence 
to the action, and was also entitled to succeed upon his counter-claim, 

Leave to appeal was refused, the court saying that it was a very clear case, 
and unless solicitors were desirous of receiving these commissions without their 
client’s knowledge, there could be no reason for an appeal. 

Solicitors, A. £. Copp ; West, King, Adams, § Co. ; Bookit § Son. 





(Sittings in Banc, before Grove, J., and Hupptzston, B,) 
March 27.—In the Matter of E. D. Lewis, a Solicitor, 

G. Candy argued on behalf of the appellant. 

Stone argued in support of the order of the learned judge. 

This was an appeal from an order made by Mr. Justice Ford North, in 
chambers, under the following circumstances :—One, W. W. Maitland, was 
charged with perjury at Bow-street, and a Mrs. Heath, on his behalf, entered 
iato an agreement in writing with Mr. E. D. Lewis, a solicitor, the respond- 
ent, by which she retained him to act for Maitland at the police-ceurt only, 
and paid him fifty guineas down on account, authorizing him expressly to 
charge five guineas for each attendance at the police-court, and one 
guinea for each conference with Maitland, in addition to his ordinary 


* Reported by F, H. WiLs0n, Esq., Barrister-at- Law. 
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“charge. ‘There were five ‘attendances at the police-court, and Mait- 
land was committed for trial. Thereupon Maitland retained Mr. Lewis to 
defend him at the Old Bailey; but he had then little or no means, Immedi- 
ately before the trial was coming on, on February 28, Maitland had an inter- 
view with the reepondent ; and the question now in dispute was as to the 
effect of what then took place, as the result of the interview. Maitland being 
unable to raise any more cash, went to another firm of solicitors, who thereupon 
applied at chambers for an order on Mr. Lewis to deliver up the papers in his 
possession necessary for Maitland’s defence, an undertaking being given to 
return them twelve days after the trial. An application to the master was 
made, and an order for such delivery was drawn up, and the trial was post- 
poned. From this order Mr. Lewis appealed to the judge, and Mr. Justice 
North rescinded the master’s order, saying that Mr. Lewis was quite right to 
retain the papers, and that his lien thereon was not lost. The matter then 
came before Mr. Justice Field and Mr, Baron Huddleston on March 9; and, 
after argument, it was referred to Master Mellor to find certain facts. The 
master found (inter alia) that on February 28 Maitland reasonably believed 
that unless he brought the respondent £25 or £30 more before a given time 
the respondent would cease to act for him either in applying for a postpone- 
ment of the trial or in delivering a brief to counsel to defend ; and that it 
was arranged with him that Maitland should go away to raise that sum among 
his friends. In fact, he did not succeed, and instead of returning to tell Mr. 
Lewis so, he retained other, his present, solicitors. After a discussion, 

The Court allowed the appeal, with costs, saying that Mr. Justice North’s 
order could not be supported. 
—" made in terms prayed for in conformity with the master’s order.— 
imes, 





(Sittings in Banc, before Manisty and Srepnen, JJ,) 
March 28.—Jn the Matter of William Unwin, 

This was an application on the part of William Unwin, at one time a soli- 
citor in Sheffield, but who had been struck off the rolls in 1869, to be re- 
stored to the roll of solicitors. 

Digby Seymour, Q.C., and Waddy, Q.C., appeared for Mr. Unwin. 

Wills, Q.C., and Murray, appeared on behalf of the Incorporated Law Society, 
who opposed the application. 

It appeared that Mr. Unwin had been in practice as a solicitor for thirty- 
three years, when in 1868 he was ‘convicted before the late Lord Justice Lush, 
‘at the Leeds Assizes, of a bankruptcy misdemeanor, and was sentenced to 
nine months’ imprisonment. Since then he had made three separate applica- 
tions to be restored to his former position—first in 1872 to Lord Romilly, then 
Master of the Rolls, and, later, in 1872 and 1875 to the Queen’s Bench Divi- 
sion. Oa the first of these last two occasions, among the grounds which 
were given for refusing the application, the learned judges stated that the 

etition was, in their opinion, made too soon, and they held out hopes that if 

r. Unwin’s conduct continued praiseworthy and he chose to renew his 
application, there was a prospect that it might be granted. It was upon this 
ground chiefly that his learned counsel now relied in pressing his claims 
before the court, and their position was strengthened by numerous affidavits 
by Mr. Unwin’s fellow-townsmen in Sheffield testifying to his good behaviour 
since he had served his sentence. 

Wiils, on the other hand, for the Law Society, said he was instructed to 
oppose the application on the principle that where oncea solicitor had been re- 
moved from the rolls ia consequence of a criminal conviction such a decree 
should be regarded as absolute and final, and not to be affected by any subse- 
quent contrition or good conduct on the part of the offender. 

At the conclusion of the argument, which lasted the greater part of the day, 
the learned judges retired for a short time to consider their judgment. On 
their return into court, 

Manisry, J., said the case before them was one exciting both sympathy and 
pain. The position of a solicitor was one of the highest responsibility, and it 
was in his power to be the instrument of good or evil to an inconceivable 
extent. As a profession, solicitors stood deservedly high as men of honour and 
integrity, but cases from time to time arose which brought them under the 
jurisdiction of this court for crimes and offences with which they were 
charged. It was impossible to lay down any general rule in dealing with such 
cases, and nothing was more difficult than to adjust with exactness the degree 
of punishment which in different cases had to be inflicted for different offences. 
There were people who seemed only too ready to cavil at the 
judges in these matters, but if these persons could appreciate 
the difficulties which the judges had to deal with they would 
probably be less eager tocondemn. For present purposes, however, it was 
sufficient to say that, while extreme cases, such as perjury or forgery, ought 
never to be remitted against solicitors who had been struck off the rolls, a 
more lenient view might be entertained of lesser offences, having regard to 
the circumstances of each case. Inthe present matter he had been greatly 
led to the conclusion at which he had arrived by what had fallen from the 
jadges of the Queen’s Bench when they refused the application of Mr. Unwin 
in 1872. The language of those judgments seemed to hold out a hope to 
Mr, Unwin in the future, and the court would virtually not be keeping 
faith with him now if, having regard to the affidavits which had been read 
pais to his excellent conduct since, they again refused the application. 

n hia jadgment the petition, therefore, should be granted, and Mr. Unwin 
restored to the roll of solicitors, 

Srepnen, J., delivered jadgment to the same effect, and, dealing in the 
course of his remarks with certain admissions of Mr. Unwin that he had 
made use of clients’ money on different occasions, which he extenuated by 
saying was @ common practice, the learned judge said it could not be tco 
widely known that, when a solicitor is intrusted with his client’s money, he 
has no business whatever to mix it up with his own, and that, by doing any 
euch “— he takes the first step in a course which may lead to absolute 
rain,—Zimes, 





OBITUARY. 


MR, WILLIAM BULKELEY HUGHES, M.P. 


Mr. William Bulkeley Hughes, barrister, M.P., died at his residence, Plas- 
coch, Anglesea, on the 8th ult., after a long illness, in his eighty-fifth year. 
He was the eldest son of Sir William Bulkeley Hughes, knight, and he was 
born in 1797, and was educated at Harrow. He was called tothe bar at 
Lincoln’s-inn in 1824, and practised for some time on the Oxford Circuit. In 
1836 he succeeded to the family estates in Anglesea and Carnarvonshire, and 
in the following year he was elected M.P. for the Carnarvon Boroughs in 
the Liberal interest. He held the seat till the general election of 1859, when 
he was an unsuccessful candidate. Mr. Hughes had supported the Govern- 
ment and party of the late Sir Robert Peel, but in 1865 he was returned for 
Carnarvon in the Liberal interest, and held the seat until his death. 
He was the oldest member of the House of Commons, although (not having 
sat continuously) he was not considered ‘* the father of the House,” He was 
a magistrate for Anglesea and Carnarvonshire, haviag been high sheriff of the 
former county in 1861. 


MR. WILLIAM JOHN BOVILL, Q.C. 


Mr. William John Bovill, Q.C., died at Bath, on the 3rd ult., in his seventy- 
second year. Mr. Bovill was born in 1810. He was called to the bar at 
Lincoln’s-ion in Hilary Term, 1847, and for several years he had a good 
junior practice in the Court of Chancery. He became a Queen’s Counsel in 
1872, when he elected to practise in the Rolls Court, bat he had for some time 
retired from the active duties of his profession. The deceased was a bench>r 
of Lincoln’s-inn, 


MR. THOMAS HACKE NAYLOR, 


Mr. Thomas Hacke Naylor, barrister, recorder of Sudbury, died at his 
residence, Hill House, Chesterton, Cambridge, on the 3rd ult., in his seventy- 
fourth year. Mr. Naylor was the son of Mr. Thomas Naylor, of Carisbrook, 
Isle of Wight, and was born in 1808, He was educated at Queen’s College, 
Cambridge, where he graduated B.A. in 1839. He was called to the bar a 
the Inner Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1841, and he was a member of the 
old Norfolk Circuit, practising also at the Cambridgeshire, Huntingdonshire, 
Peterborough, Ely, and Bury St. Edmunds Sessions. Mr. Naylor had 
formerly a very extensive criminal basiness on circuit and at sessions, and 
practised locally at Cambridge and in the various county courts ia the district; 
but he had, within the last two or three years, retired. Hewasa magistrate 
for the borough of Cambridge, and he had been recorder of the borough of 
Sudbury since 1865, He took an active part in municipal life at Cambridge. 
He was an alderman for the borough, ani he had twice served the offize of 
mayor. 


MR, WILLIAM CHARLES CRIPPS. 

Mr. William Charles Cripps, solicitor, died at Tunbridge Wells on the 22ad of 
February. Mr. Cripps was born in 1831. He served his articles with 
Carnell & Gorham, of Tunbridge, and he was admitted a solicitor in 1852. He had 
practised for nearly thirty years at Tunbridge Wells, and had been for over four 
years in partnership with his eldest son, Mr. William Charles Cripps, jun., who 
was admitted a solicitor in 1877. He wasa perpetual commissioner for the 
counties of Kent and Sussex, and he had a very large private practice. Siace 
1873 he had been registrar of the Tunbridge Wells County Court (Circuit 
No. 48), and he was solicitor to the Tunbridge Wells Local Board, and also 
to the Tanbridge Wells Freehold Land ard Building Society. Mr. Cripps 
was atthe time of his death president of the Kent Law Society, He leaves a 
widow, twosons, and two daughters. He was buried at the Tunbridge Wells 
Cemetery on the 27th ult. 


MR. JOSEPH CATTERALL, 


Mr. Joseph Catterall, barrister, formerly recorder of Wigan, died at 
Fleetwood on the 6th ult. Mr. Catterall was the son of Mr. Paul 
Catterall, of Preston, and was born in 1812. He was educated at the 
University of Gottingen, and was called to the bar at the Middle Temple in 
Easter Term, 1845. He was formerly a member of the Northern Circuit, 
practising also locally at Preston as a conveyancer. He was for many years 
one of the registrars of the Chancery Court of Lancaster, and from 1862 till 
1876 he was Recorder of the borough of Wigan. Mr. Catterall was married 
to a daughter of the late Mr. James Stark, but he had been for several years 
a eatin He was buried in his family vault at Fleetwood on the 9th 
ins 


SIR JOHN NODES DICKINSON. 


Sir John Nodes Dickinson, knight, died at Rome on the 16th ult., at the 
age of seventy-five. Sir J. Dickinson was the son of Mr. Nodes Dickinson, 
Staff Surgeon of the Forces, and was born in 1806. He was educated at 
Caius College, Cambridge, where he nated as a senior optime in 1829, 
He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1840. He 
was appointed a puisne judge of the Supreme Court of the colony of New 
South Wales in 1844. He acted for some time as Chief Justice of the colony, 
and in 1860 he received the honour of knighthood. He retired on a pension 
several years ago. Sir J. Dickinson was married to the daughter of the late 
Captain Jauncey, R.N, 
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LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Caartes VANDYKE THORNEYCROFT, solicitor, of Bishops Stortford, 
has been appointed Deputy Corouer for the Eastern Division of Hertfordshire. 
Mr, Thorneycroft was admitted a solicitor in 1876. His partner, Mr. Henry 
Baker, is coroner for the division, and also clerk to the Bishops Stortford 
Board of Guardians, and superintendent registrar. 


Mr. Francis Brooxe WILKINSON, solicitor, of Bradford, has been appointed 
a Perpetual Commissioner for taking the Acknowledgments of Deeds by 
Married Women for the West Riding of Yorkshire. Mr. Wilkinson has also 
been appointed Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of 
Judicature. 

Mr. Percy Joun Hissert, barrister, has been appointed an Auditor to the 
Local Government Board. Mr. Hibbert is the son of Mr. John Tomlinson 
Hibbert, M.P., Parliamentary Secretary to the Local Government Board, He 
was educated at St. John’s College, Cambridge, and he was called to the bar 
at the Inner Temple in May, 1878. He has been for scme time private secre- 
tary to his father. 

Mr. MatrHew RicuTon Wess, solicitor, of Barbican Chambers, Barbi- 
can, has been appointed Honorary Secretary to the City Provident Dispensary, 
Mr, Webb is the son of the late Mr. Matthew Webb, solicitor. He was ad- 
mitted in 1879. 


Mr. Rozert Watson, solicitor, of Carlisle, has been appointed Clerk to the 
Stanwix School Board. Mr. Watson was admitted a solicitor in 1867. He 
isin partnership with Mr, Henry Dobinson, who is treasurer for the county 
of Cumberland. 


Mr. Duncan MACKENZIE, solicitor (of the firm of Sladen & Mackenzie), of 1, 
Delabay-street, Westminster, has been appointed a Perpetoal Commissioner 
for the County of Middlesex, and the Cities of London and Westminster, for 
taking the Acknowledgments of Deeds by Married Women. 


Mr. Witttam Kay, solicitor, and commissioner for oaths, of West Hartle- 
pool, has been appointed a Perpetual Commissioner for ‘taking the Acknow- 
ledgments of Married Women in and for the County of Durham. 


Mr. Sartor Rossoy, solicitor, of Gateshead, has been appointed a Per- 
petual Commissioner for taking the Acknowledgments of Deeds by Married 
Women for the Counties of Darham and Northumberland, and the Town of 
Neweastle-upon-Tyne. 

Mr. Joun Coopr, solicitor, of St. Austell, has been appointed by the high 
sberiff of Cornwall (Mr. Walter Deeble Boger) to be Under-Sheriff of 
a county for the ensuing year. Mr. Coode was admitted a solicitor in 
1854. 

Mr. Wit114m Lion, solicitor (of the firm of Lloyd & Roberts), of 
Ruthin, bas been appointed by the high sheriff of Denbighshire (Mr. Joho 
Fairfax Jesse) to be Under-Sheriff of that county for the ensuing year. 
ve was admitted a solicitor in 1870, and is town clerk of the borough of 

thin. 

Mr, Arruur Grorcz Parson, solicitor (of the firm of Wordsworth, 
Blake, Harris, & Parson), of the South Sea House, Threadneedle-street, has 
been elected Solicitor to the Merchant Taylors’ Company, in succession to 
Mr. Samuel Fisher, resigned. Mr. Parson was admitted a solicitor in 1869. 
His firm are solicitors to the Governors of the Magdalen Hospital. 


Mr. Tuomas Burtoy, solicitor, of Wakefield and Ossett, has been appointed 
a Perpetual Commissioner for taking the Acknowledgments of Deeds by 
Married Women for the West Riding of Yorkshire. 


Mr. Gzorce Wiiiiam Reapg, solicitor, of Congleton, has been appointed by 
the bigh sheriff of Cheshire (Mr. Egerton Legh) to be Under-Sheriff of that 
county fur the ensuing year. Mr, Reade was admitted a solicitor in 1853, He 
is clerk of indictments at the Cheshire Quarter Sessious, and on the North 
Wales and Chester Circuit. 


Mr. Feaxcis Grorce Burirr, solicitor (of the firm of Wilkinson & 
Butler), of St. Neots snd Eaton Socon, has been appointed by the high sheriff 
of Bedfordshire (Mr. Francis Bassett) to be Under-Sheriff of that county for 
the ensuing year. Mr. Butler was admitted a solicitor in 1853. 


Mr. Tuomas Astitxy Horace Hamonp, solicitor, of 56, Lincoln’s-inn- 
fields, bas been sppointed by the high sheriff of Norfolk (Sir Henry Beding- 
field) to te Under-Sheriff of that county for the ensuing year. Mr. Hamond 
ia rot — of Magdalen College, Cambridge, and he was admitted a solicitor 
in ° 


Mr. Tuomas THELWELL KELLY, solicitor (of the firm of Kelly & Keene), 
of Mold, bas been appointed by the high sheriff of Flintshire (Sir William 
GrenviJle Williams) to be Under-Sheriff of that county for the ensuing year. 
Mr. Kelly was admitted a solicitor in 1861. He is deputy-clerk of the peace 
for Flintehire, and clerk to the comm megicheates atMold. His partner, Mr. 
Alfred Thomas Keene, is clerk to the Mold Highway Board. 


Mr. Witttam Price Hvones, solicitor, of Worcester, bas been appointed 
by the high sheriff of Worcestershire (Mr. George Martin) to be Under- 
Sheriff of thet county for the ensuing year. Mr. Hughes wes admitted a 
E+ ga in 1259, He is deputy-coroner for the Middle Division of Worcester- 

ine 

Mr. Exwaxp Warurr Coney, solicitor, of Gloucester, has been appointed 

Ly the high sheriff of Gloucestershire (Sir Thomas Crawley Boevey) to be 

/ wher-Sheriff of that county for the ensuing year. Mr. Coren is coroner for 





he is in partnership with Mr, John Wakefield Burrup, who is registrar of the 
archdeaconry of Gloucester, and registrar of the Newnham County Court. 


Mr. Henry Ixy, solicitor, of 10, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, has been appointed 
a Perpetual Commissioner for taking the Acknowledgments of Deeds by 
Married Women in and for the County of Middlesex and the Cities of 
London and Westminster. 

Mr. ARTHUR CHILD, barrister, who has been appointed a Stipendiary 
Magistrate for the colony of Trinidad, is the son of the late Mr. Henry 
Child, solicitor. He was called to the bar at the Middle Temple in 
November, 1876, and he has practised on the South-Hastern Circnit and at 
the Central Criminal Court, and the Middlesex and Essex Sessions. 


Mr. ArTHur CrasTree Procter, solicitor, of Macclesfield, has been 
appoioted & Perpetual Commissioner for taking the Acknowledgments of 
Married Women in and for the County of Chester. 


DISSOLUTION OF PARTNERSHIP. 


Tuomas ANDsELL RomER and Cartes Romer, junior, solicitors, 3, 
Furnival’s-inn, London (Romer and Romer), March 21. The said Thomas 
Andsell Romer will practise at 3, Furnival’s-inn. The said Charles Romer, 
junior, will practise at 7, Victoria-chambers, Westminster. 

[ Gazette, March 24.] 








COMPANIES, 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 
Jomnt Stock ComPaANIzs, 


Lim itgep In CHANCERY. 


Brrtanea AGENcy Company, Lrurrep.—Creditors are required, on or before April 12 
to send their names and addresses, and the — of their debts or claims, to 
Arthur Abraham Levy, 110, Fenchurch st. Tuesday, April 25 at 12, is appointed for 
hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims ; 
GunezRrat HorticutturaL Company (Joun Witts), Limitrp.—Petition for wating up, 
presented Mar 22, is directed to be heard before Chitty, J., on Aprill. Snell and Co, 
George st, Mansion House, solicitors for the petitioners 
MANCHESTER QUEENSLAND Cotton Company, Limittep.—Bacon, V.C., has fixed Mon. 
day, April 3 at 12, at his chambers, for the appointment of an official liquidator 
Wuitgnaven Inon Mines, Limitep.—Petition for winding up, presented Mar 22, 
directed to be heard before Bacon, V.C., on Aprill. Jackson, Gracechurch st, agent 
for Jackson, Malton, solicitor for the petitioner 
Woop anp Ivery, Limitep.—Petition for winding up, presented Mar 21, directed to 
be heard before Bacon, V.C,, on Saturday, April 1. Tucker and Lake, Serle st, 
Lincoln’s inn, agents for Wragg and Co, Birmingham, solicitors for the petitioner 
| Gazette, Mar. 24, ] 


Astow Hatt Coat anv Brick Company, Liurrep.—By an order made by Chitty, J., 
dated Nov 5, it was ordered that the company be woundup. Walker and Co, Gres 
bldgs, agents for Field and Weightman, Liverpool 
Crry or Lonpon Printine anv Stationery Company, LimitEp.—By an order made by 
Hall, V.C., dated Mar 17, it was ordered that the company be wound up. Cameron, 
Gresham house, solicitor for the petitioner 
CotvmBra Maret Generat Co-operative Storrs, Limitep.—By an order made by 
Hall, V.C., dated Mar 17, it was ordered that the stores be wound up, Wood and 
Wootton, Fish st hill, solicitors for the petitioners 
Coompe State Quareizs, Limitrp.—Hall, V.C., has, by an order dated Feb 17, ap- 
pointed Frederic George Painter, 2, Moorgate st bldgs, official liquidator. Creditors 
are required, on or before May 1, tosend their names and addresses, and the par- 
ticulars of their debts or claims, tothe above. Friday, May 12 at 3, is appointed for 
hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 
EaGue Fire, Puate Giass, GUARANTEE, AND ACCIDENT InsurANCE Company, LruitzEp. 
—By an order made by Hall, V.C., dated Mar 17, it was ordered that the company be 
wound up. Bradley, Mark lane, solicitor for the | gener 
Grosvenor Storzs, Limitep.—Hall, V.C., has fixed Thursday, April 6 at 12, at his 
chambers, for the appointment of an official liquidator 
Grosvenor Storgs, Limitep.—By an order made by Hall, V.C., dated Mar 17, it was 
ordered that the Stores be wound up. Harwood and Stephenson, Lom) Bt, 
solicitors for the petitioner 
Inpuste1at Bank, Limitgp.—Bacon, V.C., has, by an order dated Mar 10, appointed 
James Cooper, Coleman st bldgs, Moorgate st, to be official liquidator 
(Gazette, Mar, 28,] 
UNLIMITED In CHANCERY, 


Burz Docxs Loaw Socrzty.—Petition for winding up, presented Mar 22, directed to he 
heard before Chitty, J.,on April1. Rees Davies and Co, Frederick’s pl, Old Jewry, 
agents for Ensor, Cardiff, solicitor for the petitioner 

Morvat Arp Permayeyt Benerit Buirpine Society.—Hall, V.C., has, by an order 
dated Mar 13, appointed Frederick William Linley, 37, Corn st, Bristol, to be official 


liquidator 
(Gazette, Mar. 24.] 
Frienpiy Sooreties Dissoiven. 


ELLwoop Bewzvou"nt Provipent Funp, 24, Gt Charlotte st, Blackfriars rd, Mar 23 
(Gazette, Mar, 28.] 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 


HOUSE OF LORDS, 
March 24th.—Private Bis, * 

No private Bill brought from the House of Commons shall be read a second 
time after Thursday, the 15th day of June next; no Bill originating in this 
House authorizing any inclosure of lands under special report of the Inclo- 
sure Commissioners for England and Wales, or confirming any scheme of the 
Cherity Commissioners for England and Woles, sball be read a first time after 
Thursday, the 80th day of March inst, ; no Bill originating in this House con- 
firming any provisional order or provisional certificate shall be read a first 
time after Tharsday, the 30th day of March inst, ; no Bill brought from the 
House of Commons authorizing any inolosure of lands under special report of 





the Upper Division of the county. He was admitted « solicitor in 1862, and 


the Inclosure Commissioners for England and Wales, or confirming any scheme 
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of the Charity Commissioners for England and Wales, shall be read a second time 
after Tuesday, the 20th day of June next; no Bill brought from the House of 
Commons confirming any provisional order or provisional certificate shall be 
read a second time after Tuesday, the 20th day of June next. Whena Bill 
shall have passed this House with amendments, these orders shall not apply 
to any new Bill sent up from the House of Commons which the Chairman of 
= shall report to the House is substantially the same as the Bill so 
amended, 


SPRING ASSIZES. 


In pursuance of the Spring Assizes Act, 1879, an Order in Council has been 
issued, combining certain counties for the purpose of holding the ensuing 
Spring Assizes, whereby it is directed that Assize County No. 1 shall consist 
of Cumberland and Westmoreland, and the Assiz°s be held at Carlisle ; 
No. 2 shall consist of the Northern and Salford Divisions (as defined by the 
Order in Council of the 4th of May, 1864) of the county of Lancaster, and 
the Assizes be held at Manchester ; No. 3 shall consist of the North and 
East Riding and the West Riding Division (as defined by the Order in 
Council of the 9th of July, 1864) of the county of York and the county of 
the city of York, and the Assizes be held at Leeds ; No. 4 shall consist of 
the counties of Lincoln and Nottingham, and the Assizes held at Lincoln ; No. 
5 shall consist of the counties of Derby, Leicester, and Rutland, and the 
Assizes held at Derby; No. 6 shall consist of Northampton, Bedford, and 
Buckingham, and the Assizes at Northampton ; No. 7, of Norfolk and Suffolk 
and the county of the city of Norwich, and the Assizes at Ipswich; No. 8, 
of Huntingdon and Cambridge, and the Assizes at Chesterton, Cambridge ; 
No. 9, of Herts and so much of the county of Essex as is not within the 
Central Criminal Court District, and the Assizes at Hertford; No. 10, of 
Sussex, the county of the city of Canterbury, and so much of the county of 
Kent asis not within the Central Criminal Court District, and the Assizes at 
Lewes; No. 11, of Oxford and Berks, and the Assizes at Reading ; No. 12, 
of Worcester, Hereford, Monmouth, Gloucester, and the county of the city 
of Gloucester, and the Assizes at Worcester ; No 13, of Salop and Stafford, and 
the Assizes et Stafford; No. 14, of Southampton, Wilts, and Dorset, and the 
Assizes at Winchester ; No. 15, of Devon and Cornwall, and the Assizes at 
Exeter; No. 16, of Somerset and the county of the city of Bristol, and the 
Assizes at Taunton ; No. 17, of Montgomery, Merioneth, Carnarvon, Angle- 
sea, Denbigh, and Flint, and the Assizes at Ruthin; No. 18, of Glamorgan, 
Carmarthen, Pembroke, Haverfordwest, Cardigan, Brecknock, and Radnor, 
and the Assizes at Swansea ; No. 19, of Northumberland and the town and 
county of the town of Newcastle-upon-Tyne, and the Assizes at Newcastle. 
Separate commissions will be issued in respect of the West Derby Division of 
Lancashire, the Assizes for which will be held at Liverpool; for Durham 
county, the Assizes to be held at Durham; and for Warwick county, the 
Assizes to be held at Warwick. 





THE WILD BIRDS PROTECTION ACT. 


The Secretary of State has issued orders, under the Wild Birds Protection 
Act, varying the close season for wild birds in the county of Huntingdon, the 
liberty of Peterborough, and the isle of Ely, so as to be from the 15th of March 
to the 31st of August, both days inclusive, instead of from the Ist of March to 
the let of August. The crders are to remain in force only till the 10th of March 








CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 25. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 


a 4 aa Mrcgur, Messina, Italy, Merchant. April 11. Crump and Son, 

ilpot lane 

Amsuy, Joszr#, High st, Ponder’s End, Gent. April 18. Wells, Paternoster row 

Anperson, Granam, Blackheath, Exchange Broker. April 27. Robins, Pancras lane 

Appueton, JonnN, hg sq, Gent. April 17. Oxley, Crosby sq 

Baxsr, Catuertng, Hollywood rd, Brompton. April1l5. Bannister and Fache, John 
st, Bedford row 

Boots, Witutam, Spencer st, Goswell rd, Surgeon. Aprilll. Miller and Co, Salter’s 
Hall ct, Cannon st 

BrewstEr, Gzore@s, Staunton, Nottinghamshire, Farmer. May 10. Brewster, Notting- 


ham 

Brown, Ann, Andover. April 17. . Footner, Andover 

Caps, Witt1am, Great Saughall, Chester, Soda Water Manufacturer. April 21. Brabner 
and Court, Liverpool 

Caswett, Wrurram, Croydon, Gent. April 15. Ingle and Co, Threadneedle st 

Conerave, Gavrrip Francis, Oriental Club, Hanover sq, Esq. April 30. Ingram, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 

—, Frayozs, Badby, Northampton, April 15, Burton and Willoughby, Daven- 


ry 

Esxaxt, Eutxn, Netherwood rd, Shepherd's Bush, April 5. Beyfus and Beyfus, Lin- 
coln’s inn fields 

Hienason, Naomt, Leighton Buzzard, Bedford, April 29. Clarkson and Co, Carter 
lane, Doctors’ commons 

Hous, Cuarues, Barnos, Surrey, Raq. Mag 20, Rhodes, Chancery lane 

Hupson, Mary, ry York. Mar 31, Battyo and Holmes, Birstal, nr Leeds 

Spomses, Joun Hatt, outh Shields, Master Mariner, April 15, Kirkley, South 
whields 

Lamuget, Epwarp Crarrns, Pontonville ri, Leather Merchant. April 30. Poncione 
and Leggatt, Raymond bidgs Gray’s inn 

me Albany Court yd, Picoadilly. April 11, Fleming, Trinity sq, 

uthwar 

Marxs, Exizanetn, Alfred pl, Bedford sq. April 24, Harris, Moorgate st 

May, Susanwant, Stratford, x. May 16, Walker, Manchester 

specmuan, Tomas, Boldon, nr Sunderland. April 15, Ranson and Nelson, Sunder- 
ani 

MItriaan, Waectin, Dean, Bodford, Gent. April 10, ers Hun don 


Moons, Omantus, South Lancaster, Gent, 1, Allen and © anchester 
Mooas, Jamas, Hanley, Bualtord, Heq. “April 18. Pndvook and Sous, Hanley 





Morgan, Wittram Heyry, Pontypool, Monmouth, Licensed Victualler. June 1., 
Watkins, Pontypool H : 

Nicuotts, Gzore¢e Hsnry, Washingboro’, Lincoln, Agent. April 15. Mossop and 
Mossop, Long Sutton . thes 

Nicnotts, Jonny, Birmingham, Cab and Car Proprietor. Mar3l. Ansell, Birmingham 

Norris, Josspx, Cheddon Fitzpaine, Somerset, Gent. April 21. Smith and Co, Crediton 

Puitirrs, THomas Francis, Badby, Northampton, Farmer. April 15. Burton and 
Willoughby, Daventry e 

Rives, Witt1aM, Newark upon Trent, Nottingham, Auctioneer. April 29. Steggall 
and Hooper, Weymouth . 

RosgnserG, Lucy Ann, Eastbourne. May 25. Kilvington, King st, Cheapside 

Sr. Crarr, Frances THomastnzg Lanerorp Ciccorrzegri, Parkstone, Dorset. May 13. 
Farrer and Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

TayLor, Hargror, Rotherham, York. April21. Oxley and Coward, Rotherham 

Watsu, Joun, Norttgate, York, Grocer. May 1. Walshaw, Crown st chmbrs, Halifax 

Warren, Jonny, St John’srd, Hoxton, Pawnbroker. May 1. Freeman, Gutter lane, 
Cheapside 

Wuettam, Jamgs, Tichfield, Southampton, Gent. April 26. Goble and Warner, Fare- 


ham 
Woop, Epwarp, Acol rd, West Hampstead, Gent. May 16, Walker, Manchester 
{ Gazette, Mar. 17.] 
AnpERsoyn, Henrtetta, Weston-super-Mare. Mar 31. Smith, Weston-super-Mare 
Barner, Exiza, Hurdsfield, Chester. April8. Mair and Co, Macclesfield 
Bowen, CHARLES WHEELER TowNSEND WEBB, Camrose, Pembroke, Esq. April 13. 
Davies and Co, Haverfordwest 
Burt, Mary Exiza Howarp, East Grinstead, Sussex. May 15. Head, Reigate 
CHALtiis, Extezsr, Leicester, Commercial Traveller. Mayl. Wright, Leicester 
Daenatt, Epwarp, Bridge rd, Battersea, Dentist. April17. Young, Newgate st 
Ecrorp. Atics, Walmersley-cum-Shuttleworth, Lancaster. April 19. Grundy, Bury 
Furntorr, Caronine, Broughton, near Manchester. April 30. Atkinson and Co, 
Manchester 
Gamsiz, Ricwarp, Regency st, Westminster, Cab Proprietor. April 17. Draper 
Vincent sq, Westminster 
Hackett, Evizasgtu, Tranton rd, Bermondsey. April 20. Thrower, Bedford row 
Howett, Avevsta Ince, Camrose, Pembroke. April 13. Davies and Co, Haverford- 
west 
Lene, Jonny, Gainford, Durham. April 13. Todd and Harrison, Hartlepool 
Lowe, Hexen, Torquay, Devon. April 25. Burch, Exeter 
LvuscomsBg, Anng, Torquay, Devon. Aprill. Bate and Son, Bridgwater 
Macrarxans, Jamss, Gloucester rd, Regent’s park, Merchant. April 10. Ravenscroft 
and Co, John st, Bedford row 
Mattsy, Henry Drummonp, Meetinghouse lane, Peckham, Tax Collector. May 1. 
Schultz and Son, Unwin ct, Old Broad st 
MarpensBrovucH, Lovisa Frances, Inverness terr, Bayswater. April 30. Lyne and 
Holman, Gt Winchester st 
Norris, Saran, Bishopstone, Wilts. April 20. Kinneir and Tombs, Swindon 
Ouiver, Witt1aM, Dartford, Kent, Millwright. April 15. Haigh and Agar, Gresham st 
OrteBar, CuTHBERT KNIGHTLEY, Victoria st, Westminster, Civil Engineer. April 30. 
Merediths and Co, New sq, Lincoln’s inn 
Psrry, BuizaseTe Anne, Oxford. April 30. Freeman and Bothamley, Queen st , 
Riee, Rev. Artur, Warrington crescent, Maida Vale. May 15. Allen and Co, 
Manchester 
SHEFFIELD, GrorGr Heyry, Derby, Architect. April 14. Potter, Derby 
Trpmay, Exvrtzaseta, Louth, Lincoln. June6. Allison and Allison, Louth 
Trtson, Rev. Witttam Natganret Trtson Marsa Lusuuxerox, Guildford. April 28. 
Todd, Albany Court yard, frag | 
Tomxtgs, Joun, Manchester, Gent. April 30. Cooper, Manchester 
Torngr, Mary Scvsaynau, Guildford, Surrey. Aprill5. Durbidge, Guildford 
Turrin, Henry Josspx, Camberwell New rd, Meat Salesman. April 30. Hawkins 
and Lindsell, Hitchin 
—— Joun AnpREw, Manchester, Muslin Manufacturer. April 30. Hall and Co, 
anchester 
Waeeee, Joun Fisoy, Great Cornard, Suffolk, Merchant. May1. Andrewes and Co, 
udbury 
Woortoy, Anprew Pxrer, Ramsgate, Builder. April 18. Robins and Cameron, 
Gresham House, Old Broad st 
(Gazette, Mar. 21.] 








LEGISLATION OF THE WEEK. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
March 23,—Bills Read a Third Time. 


PrivaTE Brtts,—Newquay Water; Abbotsbary Railway. 
Pilotage Provisional Order (Tees). 


March 24.—Bills Read a Second Time. 
Private Brtis,—Limehouse Subway ; London and St. Katharine’s Dock. 


Bills Read a Third Time. 
Private Brtts.—Driffield and District Water; South Essex Water; 
London (City) Court; Bristol Port and Channel Dock. 


March 25.—Bill Read a Second Time. 
Consolidated Fund (No. 2) (also passed through Committee and read a 


third time). 
March 27. —Bills Read « Third Time. 

Privats Bitts.—Sawley (Harrington) and Shardiow (Cavendish) Bridges ; 
King’s College, London. 

March 238.— Bid] in Commitize. 

Married Women’s Property (passed through Committee). 

Bilis Read a Third Time, 

Private Birt,—Fulwood and Whittingham Water. 

Settled Land ; Conveyancing. 

March 29,—Reyal Commission. 

The Royal Assent was given by Commission to the Consolidated Fand 
(No. 2) Bill, the Slate Mines (Gunpowder) Bull, and the Tees Pilotage (Order 
Confirmation) Bill. 

HOUSE OF COMMONS, 
March 23,—Bit_Read a Third Time. 
Patvare Bit.—London, Brightoa, and South Coast Railway (Capital) 
March 24—Bid Read a Second Time. 
Partnerships. 
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Bill Read a Third Time. ; 
Private Bitt.—Lower Thames Valley Main Sewage Board. 
Consolidated Fund (No. 2). 

New Bill. 


Bill for the acquisition of property and the provision of new buildings for 

the Admiralty and the War Office (Mr. SHaw-LEFEvne). 
March 27.—Bills Read a Second Time. 

Private Brrts.—Eastern and Midlands Railway ; Liverpool United Gas. 
light Company ; London Street Tramways Extensions ; North Metropolitan 
Tramways (Holborn and Green Lanes Extension) ; Oswaldtwistle Local Board; 
St. Philip’s Church (Liverpool). 

Bills in Committee. 

Partnerships ; Municipal Corporations. 

March 28.—Bills Read a Second Time. 

Private Birzs.—Lancashire and Yorkshire Railway; Lydd Railway 
(Extensions); Plymouth and Dartmoor Railway; Ramsgate and Margate 
Tramwsys ; Exmouth Gas. 

Bill in Committee, 
Duke of Albany (Establishment). 
March 29.—Biélls Read a Second Time. 
Commonable Rights ; Metropolis (Rating of Footways) ; Tithe Rent-Charge. 
Bill Read a Third Time. 
Duke of Albany (Establishment). 
New Bill, 

Bill to emend the Jaw relating to the application of moneys arising from the 

tale of Militia storehouses (Mr. Hastincs). 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota oF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 





Date. — Beng V. 0. Bacon. V. C. Hatt, 
Monday, April .....0000. & Mr. Koe Mr. Latham Nr. Pemberton 
MENDES chossssesesesces & Clowes Carrington Ward 
Wednesday.....sccssesse 5 Koe Latham Pemberton 
FREED sccvecestevess 6 Clowes Carrington Ward 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Fry. AY. HITTY, 
Monday, April ....seee.. 3 Mr. Farrer Mr. Merivale Mr. Jackson 
TOG eicccsce cccscce 4 Teesdale King Cobby 
ON ara . Farrer Merivale Jackson 


Thursday Seeeseeesseces 6 Teesdale King Cobby 


The Easter Vacation will commence on Friday, the 7th day of April, and 
terminate on Tuesday, the 11th day of Apri), 1882, both days inclusive. 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS, 
BIRTH 


8. 

Mzrricx.—Mar. 28, at 2, Rayner’s-road, Putney-hill the wife of William 
Merrick, solicitor, of a eon. 

Spratpinc.—Mar. 25, at Aegard, Bedford-rark, tho wife of Thomas Alfred 
Spalding, barrister-at-law, of a son. 

MARRIAGE. 

Hastixcs—THornton.—Mar. 27, at St. John’s, Notting-hill, Sydney Hastings, 
of the Inner Temple, Eeq., barrister-at-law, to Caroline Elizabeth, daughter of 
Rev. Dr. Thornton, Vicar of St. John’s. 


DEATHS 
Howzs.—Mar. 26, at Northampton, after a few hours’ illness, Richard Howes, 
solicitor, aged 50. 
— 22, at Solihull, by an accident, Sydney John Mitchell, solicitor, 








At the Stock and Share Auction Company’s sale held on Friday last, the 
24th ult., at their sale rooms, Crown-court-buildings, Old Broad-street, the 
following were smongst the prices obtained :—General Share Trust, £7 
paid, 20*.; S. B. Lambe & Co. £1 ebares, 18s. 6d, ; South London Trams £10 
shares, £8; Ooregum Gold, 8. ; Corporation of South Australia Copper 
Mines £1 shares, 10s. paid, 5e. 6d.; Maskelyne’s Checking Apparatus £1 
shares, 17¢, 64, ; London and Home Counties Dairies, 58. ; Indian Trevelyan 
Gold Mining, 10s.; Horse Shoe Manufacturing £1 shares, 68, 3d.; and 
other miscellaneous securities fetchid fair prices. At the sale held on 
Tuesday, the 24th olt,, the following were amongst the prices obtained :— 
Kapanga Gold Mining £1 shares, 6s.; Flagstaff District Silver Mining £1 
shares, 5s. 6d, ; Tocopilla Copper Mining and Smelting £1 shares, 7s. 6d. paid, 
12s. ; Corporation of South Australia Copper Mines £1 shares, 10s, paid, 6s.; 
Devon Friendship Mining £1 shares, 6s. ; Sortridge Copper Mining £1 sharer, 
5s.; Port eg 3 and Colonial Gold Mining £2 shares, 3s. 6d.; Okel Tor £1 
shares, 16s, ; Gold Coast Mining £1 shares, 17e. 6d.; English Australian 
Gold Mining 41 shares, 10s, ; Consolidated Mining £1 shares, 3+, 6d. ; Pary’s 
os pper Corporation £1 shares, 10s. ; and other miscellaneous securities fetched 


Gas Breznsxvrd Bx DAXLigut,—feo Chappuis’ Patents, 60, Fleet-nstrect,—[Apvz.] 








SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 

April 8.—Messrs. Ext1s & Son, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold and Leaschold 
Properties (eee advertisements, March 18, p. 322). 

April 3.—Meesrs. MASTERMAN, Gisps, & Co., at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold 
Ground Rents (see advertisement, March 18, p. 322). 

April 5.—Merers. FAREBROTHER, ELLIS, CLaRK, & Co., at the Mart, at 2 p.m., 
Freehold Property (see advertisement, March 18, p. 322). 

April 5.—Meesrs. Ep win Fox & BovsFIi£LD, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold and 
Ground Rents (see advertisements, March 11, p. 4). 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


Bankrupts. 
Fripay, March 24, 1882, 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Armit, Robert Henry, Coburgh p], Bayswater, late Lieutenant of the Royal Navy. Pe 
March 21. Murray. April 21 at 11 : 
Brown, ‘a Augustus rd, Hammersmith, Builder. Pet March 22. Murray. Apr 
21 at 1 
Levi, Aglaé, Aschurch gr, Shepherd’s Bush, ro occupation. Pet March 16, Hazlitt, 
April 5 at 12.30 
Metcalfe, Georgina Cecilia, Highgate rd. Pet March 16. Hazlitt. April 5at 12 
Sheppard, James, Shakespeare ter, Upper Holloway, Boot Dealer. Pet March 20 
Murray. Aprildat 1 
Stephens, Edward, White Horse st, Piccadilly, Licensed Victualler. Pet March 18, 
Brougham, April 5 at 12.30 
To Surrender in the Country. 
i ee ye Gravesend, Theatrical Manager. Pet March 21. Hayward. Rochester, 
April 19 at 2 
ay YT J., Wormley, Hertford, Builder. Pet March 18, Spence. Heuatford 
April 4 at 11 ’ 
Bland, _— Iveston, Durham, Farmer. Pet March 20, Ingledew. Newcastle, April 
13 atl 
Call, Sir William George Montagu, Bart, Newmarket. Pet March 21, Eaden, Cam- 
bridge, April 17 at 2 
Hansom, Henry William, Carlinghow, Batley, Greengrocer. Pet March 18. Tennant, 
Eewsbury, April 6 at 3 
Hazlehurst, Jonathan, Shafton, nr Barnsley, York, Grocer. Pet March 20. Bury. 
Barnsley, April 17 at 11 
Lees, John, Oldham, Coal Merchant. Pet March18. Tweedale. Cldham, April 6 at 11 
= Mere _ Heaton Norris, Salesman. Pet March 20, Hyde. Stockport, 
pril 5 at 
West, Albert, St, John’s, Kent, Solicitor. Pet March 17. Pitt-Taylor. Greenwich, 


April 14 at 1 
TvzEspAyY, March 28, 1882. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London, 
Russell, Walter Alexander, Old Kent rd, Shoe Manufacturer. Pet Mar 24. Pepys. 


April 19 at 12.30 
Wilkinson, H » High st, Pimlico. Pet Mar 24. Pepys. April 19 at 12 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Bateman, Samuel, Manchester, Drysalter. Pet Mar 24, Lister. Manchester, April 17 
at 12 


Brocklehurst, John, and George Thompson, Oldham, Joiners. Pet Mar 24, Tweedale, 
Oldham, April 12 at 11 
—_ John, Pencoyd, Hereford, Farmer, Pet Mar 24. Reynolds, Hereford, April 26 


at 
Hancock, William H 
Cardiff, April 12 at 12.30 
Spashett, Alfred, Kirkley, Suffolk, Fish Merchant. Pet Mar 24. Worlledge. Great 
Yarmouth, April 14 at 11 
Sunderland, Jonas, Thornton, near Bradford, Clerk. Pet Mar 24. Lee, Bradford, 
April 14 at 12,30 
Townshend, Charles T » Pellett villas, Wood Green, Gentleman, Pet Mar 16. 
Pulley. Edmonton, April 13 at 11 
BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
; Fripay, March 24, 1882. 
Jones, Richard Edward, and Walter Consett Searle, Billiter st, Merchants and Shipping 
Agents. Mar 18 
Kirby, William, Rochester row, Westminster, Milk Dealer, Mar 10 
Tuxspay, March 28, 1882. 
Bennett, Henry, Campden hill ter, Kensington, of no occupation, Mar 23 
Wentworth, William Digby, Charles st, Grosvenor sq. Mar 24 


Liquidations by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Frripay, March 24, 1882, 
Abel, Edward, Strensall, York, Grocer. Apr 11 at 1 at offices of Wilkinson, St Helen’s 


square, York 

Adams, James, Horseferry Branch rd, Commercial rd East, Mast and Block Maker. 
Apr 11 at 3 at offices of Bryant, Philpot lane 

Allan, Hannah, Alexander Allan, Edward Allen, James Allen, and George Allen, Great 
Garden st, Whitechapel, Millers. Apr 4 at 12 at offices of Young, Mark lane 

Anthony, Arthur Hollis, Wellingborough, Northampton, Seed Merchant, Apr 6 at 12 at 
offices of Burnham and Henry, High st, Wellingborough 

Baker, James Dare, Haverfordwest, Hotel Keeper. Apr 4 at 11 at offices of Jones, 
Victoria pl, Haverfordwest 

Baker, Richard Thomas, Deal, Kent, Boot andShoe Maker. Apr1l at12 at 145, Cheap- 
side. Sparkes, Margate 

Baker, Charles Dexter, Clipton, Bristol, Chemist, Mineral Water Manufacturers. Apr 
6 at 12 at offices of Benson ard Carpenter, Bank chmbrs, Born st, Bristol 

Bartlett, George Cresser, Neath, Glamorgan, Fruiterer. Mar 80 at 11 at offices of Cuth- 
bertson, Water st, Neath 

Batters, Joseph, and Thomas Batters, York, Fency Drapers, Apr Gat 12 at offices of 
Mann, New st, York 

Bealby, Robert Frisby, jun, Stanton, Suffolk, Grocer. Apr 13 at 12 at office of Miller 
and Co, Bank chbrs, Norwic ° 

Beales, Ellis Christopher, New Buckenham, Norfolk, Baker. Apr 6 at 11 at offices of 
Clowes, New Buckenham 

nase. goaeght, Nantwich, Chester, General Dealer. Apr 10 at 2 at office of Lisle, 

anutwich 
Bowley, Joseph, Park villa, Winchmore hill, Builder, Apr 6 at 2 at office of Coburn and 
Fe nay at @ at 
ey, iam Teape, Rutland Wharf, Upper Thames st, Coal Merchant. A a 

11 at office of Holmes, King st, Chea) Ide = , a 

Deesahice, Henry, Ramegate, Gent, Apr 13 at 2[at office of Langham, Robertson st, 

Capper, George, Wistaston Green, Chester, Railway Clerk, Apr 8 at 3 at offices of 

dinton, Albert chbre, Church ide Crete . 
Cappa, Klien, Leeds, York, Grocer, Apr 4ot at offices of Bointon, Old Bank chbrs, 


» Cowbridge, Glamorgan, Butcher. Pet Mar 24, Langley. 
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a gree Bimond. ae Bishop’s rd, Paddington, Butcher. Apr 13 at 2 at offices 
0 prt 
Bala "San, Bolton, Coal Dealer. Apr 5 at 3 at offices of Rutter, Mawdsley st, 


Thomas, Gomersal, York, Stonemason. Apr 5 at 11 at office of Butler and 
Oriiadlebrook, Geldard lard 1d, Birs 
aoe ne Arthur, Dunster, Somerset, ae, Reet her Seller. Apr 3at 2 at offices of Sibly 


and Dickinson, Exchange West, B: 

Driver, ae Bingley, York, Stuff f Manufacturer. Apr 6 at 11 at offices of Yewdall, 
Market st, Bradford 

ae a - aeeRy, Huntingdon,'Builder. Apr 6 at 12 at office of Maule, North 

untin: 

Entwistle, William. Austin, and John Grimshaw, Failsworth, Lancaster, Machinists 
Apr 17 at 3 at office of Sutton and Elliot, Fountain st, Manchester 

Farrow, Edward, Southwark Park rd, Clothier. Apr 12 at 3at office of Lee, Gresham 


bldgs, Basinghall st 
Apr 14 at 10 at office of Cooke, Ciren- 


— » Joseph, Cirencester, Gloucester, Baker. 

vein Robert, Seaham Harbour, Durham, Grocer. Apr 5 at 12 at office of Wright, 
Tempest pl, Seaham Harbour 

Pye, mame Halstead, Bradford, Bedding Manufacturer. Apr 5 at 3 at 32, Godwin st 

‘or 

Fotheringham, David, Regent’s Park rd, Linen Draper. Apr 5 at 2 at office of Kearsey 
and Co, Old Jewry 

Frost, Axel Richard, Prince’s sq, St Georges-in-the-East, Clerk in Holy \ soaae Apr 
20 at 3 at Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Ingle and Co, Threadneedle s 

Gamble, James Sutton, Lamb st, Spitalfields Market, Potato Salesman. * 6 at 12 at 
office of Reed and Co, Guildhall chmbrs, Basingha!! st 

Goodchild, Henry, Brighton, Riding Master. Apr 3 at 1 at Castle Hotel, Middle st, 
Brighton. Godfrey, Gray’s inn 

Goodwin, William, Chatters, Cambridge, Sack Menateaharen. Apr 17 at 3 at Guildhall 
Tavern, Gresham st. Haigh and Agar, Gresham st 

Gott, James Hill, Clapham rd, Metal Agent. Apr 14 at 12 at offices of Foster, 
Birchin lane 

Gray, William Henry, Spitalfields, Boot Manufacturer. Apr 3at3 at Old Catherine 

Wheel Tavern, Bishopsgate st Without. Widdecombe, Walbrook 

Haddow, Henry (and not Haddon, as erroneously printed in Gazette of 17th inst.), 

ner gas Draper’s Assistant. Apr 3 at 3 at offices of Horner and Son, Clarance st, 
ancheste! 
— Charles John, Stafford, Commission Agent. Apr 6 at 3 at office of Southall, 
irmin, 
Hammon ee Francis, Walworth rd, Stationer. Apr 12 at 12 at offices of Spyer, Old 


Broad st 
Hardie, Richard, Leeds, Tailor. Apr 4 at 2.30 at offices of Ford and Warreu, Albion 


Harrington, Hugh Michael, Middlesborough, Provision Dealer. Mar 31 at 10.30 at 
offices of Simpson, West Hartlepool 

Harvey, James, Bishops Stortford, Manure Merchant. Apr 5 at3 at Auction Mart, 
Tokenhouse yd. Duffield and Bruty, Tokenhouse yd 

Heads, John, Darlington, Boot Dealer. Apr 3 at 1 at Gt Northern Hotel, Leeds. Dunn 
and Watson, Darlington 

Heard, John Broom, Bideford, Devon, Grocer. Apr 11 at 3 at offices of Fewings, Queen 
st, Exeter. Hartnoll, Exeter 

Henderson, Robert, Southport, Tailor. Apr l4at 3 at office of Brooke, East parade, 


Leeds 

Higson, Richard, Salford, Plasterer. Apr 6 at 3 at office of Needham and Co, York 
street 

Hill, William, Exeter, Builder, Apr 6 at 3 at Cast'e Hotel, Castle st, Exeter. 


Friend, 
xeter 
= sein, Duceriian, nr Ware, Hertford, Harness Maker. Apr4at12 at office of 
opkins, 
Hird, William, Bradford, Butcher. Apr5at 11 at offices of Beverley and Freeman, 
Hustlergate, Bradford 
Hodgson. Joshua, Heckmondwike, York, Ironmonger. Apr 6 at 3 at Black Bull Hotel, 
Station lane, Mirfield. Mitcheson, Heckmondwike 
Huett, George William, Fenchurch st, Wine Merchant. Apr 4 at 3 at office of Curtis, 
Union ct, Old Broad st 
Humphreys, Eliza, re Fishmonger. Apr 3 at3 at office of Parry, Colmore 
row, Birmingham 
Jones, Thomas, Dole, nr Ry ener poeta, Builder. Apr 5 at 11 at offices Jones 
and Co, Gt Darkgate st, Aberystw 
Keen, John, Southport, Fish — ” april 8 at 1 at offices of Best, Wright st, South- 
rt 


Lane, John, Stockport, Chester, Confectioner, Apr 4at 11 at officesof Brown and 
Aipsworth, St. Petersgate, Stockpo 

Langer, James, Beak st, — Apr 12 at 2 at Inns of Court Hotel, Holborn. Hurford 
and Taylor, Furnival’s Inn 

Leslie, George, Sheffield, Chemist, Apr 4.at 2 at Law Society’s Rooms, Bank st, Shef- 
field. Rogers and Co 

lam John Thomas, Leeds, Clothier, Apr 5 at 3 at offices of Saville, East 


Loomes, Prederick Yalem, Wilson st, Finsbury, Saddler, Apr 1 at 12 at offices of 
Hopkins, Walbrook 


Mathews, C harles bert, High Holborn, Lamp Manufacturer. Apr 12 at 3 at offices of 
Auctioneer. 
Southern and ‘Montford, Ludlow 
kyer 
Norris, James, irming am, Tailor. Apr 6 at 3 at offices of Duke, Temple row Birming- 
oshorae, William, South Milford, Yor! 
Owen, William, Ll Llanrwst, ci, Denbigh Epoviaien Dealer. Apr 5 at 2 at offices of Roose and 


Lyall, James ——— North Shields, Provision Dealer. Apr 5 at 2 at offices of 
Aitchison, Co Collin; ood st, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Wynne, Chancery Ine 
Millward, John, Ludlow, Salop, Apr 8 at 12at Feathers Hotel, Ludlow. 
Newnham, William, Cleveland st, Fitzroy sq, Furniture Dealer, Apr 13 at3atNo. 1 
Gresham bldgs, Basinghall st. 
oe Henry John, Darlington, Posen, Builder. Apr 5 at 11.15 at offices of Dunn 
d Watson, echanics’ yd, Darlin, 
Commercial Traveller. Apr 6 at 11.30 at offices 
Austin, Park "lane, Leeds 
Co, North John st, Liv m, Bangor 
Pack, Abraham Burr, Li . Cambridge Blacksmith, Apr 4 at 11 at Red Lion 


Hotel, Toney, Heb Nash hy 

Parker, or! en Bridge, ork, Grocer. Apr 6at 10.30 offices of Stansfeld, Bull 
green, 

Parker,” wath Walliss, , Kingston apon-Hull, out of vastness. Apr 6 at 11 at offices of 


Stead and Sibree, Bish 54 lane, hay _ -Hull 
min Charles James, Nottingham, erchant. Apr 5 at 4 at offices of Cockayne, 


etcher ae me ottingham 
Pesrea _" a os Tipton, Stafford, Beerhouse Keeper. Apr 4at 3 at offices of Travis, 
vbell yard ) manny, "coin rd, Finsbury Park, Plumber. Apr 11 at 3 at offices of Johnson, 
yard, Hest |All Weston-super-M: Somerset, Plumber, Apr 6 at 12 at offices 
et and Co, Weaton-su oon _ se ee x 
"eee, Jam, a Bank, York, Butcher, Apr 4 at 2 at offices of Lewis, Zetland rd, 
renee, hark oy Redfield St, George, Gloucesto Baker, Apr 8 at 11 at offices of 


Andrews, a olas st Bristol. 
10,3Qa office of Peel and Co, 


Power, | Frederick, Bristol, Break Proprietor. Apr 3 at 11 at office of Broome, Nicholas 
8 


ristol 
Pallein, Joseph, Armley, York, Tanner, Apr 4 at 2 at offices of Pullan, Albion st, 


ds 
—_ a aera , Tailor, Apr5 at 12 at office of Robinson, West Sunniside, 
underlan: 

Roberts, Robert James, Great Hockham, Norfolk, Painter. Apr 5 at 3 at office of Sadd 
and Linay, Theatre st, Norwich 

Robinson, Jonathan, Birmingham, Manufacturer of Wood Buttons. Apr 5 at 11 at 
office of Lowe and Sons, Tem a st, Birmingham 

Rooney, George Francis, W: Tobacconist. Apré6 at 11 at office of Loxton, the. 
Bridge, Walsall 

Selley, William, Witheridge, Risbed Cattle Dealer. Apr 13 at 12 at Commercial Ina, 
Witheridge. Clarke, Tiverton 

Shepherdson, John Robert, Middlesborough, out of business. Apr 5 at1l at offices of 
Thomas, Market Cross chbrs, Stockton on 

Shuter, James, Tysley. Worcester, Builder. Apr 6 at 11 at office of Powell and Browett, 
Colmore row, Birmingham 

yo Solomon, Bristol, Painter. Apr 13 at 2 at office of Mosely, Shannon ct, Corn 
st, Bristo! 

Small, oe James, Teignmouth, Devon, Baker. Apr 5 at 3 at offices of Whidborne 
and. Tozer, Teignmouth 

Southern, Silas, Altrincham, Chester, Baker. Apr 5 at 3 at offices of Farrar and Hall, 
Fountain st, Manchester 

Spencer, John, Burwash, Sussex, Farmer. Apr 5 at 2 at Bridge Inn, Ticehurst rd. 
Aitkens, Ticehurst 

Spilsbury, William, Hanley, Stafford, Photographer. Apr 3 at 11 at offices of Ashmall, 
Albion st, Hanley 

Sproat, Wiliam, Jarrow, Durham. Apr 14 at 3 at offices of Newlands, Jarrow 

Steadman, Eliza, Brownhills, Stafford, Farmer. Apr 13 at 11 at offices of Loxton, The 
Bridge, Walsall 

Stephenson, Joseph, and George Walker, Dewsbury, Dyers. Apr 5 at 4 at the Black 
Bull Hotel, Mirfield. Ibberson, Dewsbury 

Stephenson, Joseph, Savile Town, York, Dyer. Apr 5 at 3 at the Black Bull Hotel, 
Mirfield. Ibberson, Dewsbury 

Streeter, Harriett, and Nehemiah Smith, Romsey, Timber Merchants. Apr 5 at 12 at 
offices of Pearce and Co, Castle lane, Southampton 

Swann, William, Wigan, Lancaster, Joiner. Apr 13 at 3 at offices of Wood, King st, 
Wigan 

Taylor, Francis, Birmingham, Grocer. Apr 6 at 12 at offices of Hodgson and Price, 
Waterloo st, Birmingham 

Taylor, Robert, Miles Gen, Stafford, Banksman. Apr3 at 3 at office of Stevenson, 
Cheapside, Hanley 

Toothill, Joseph, yr York, out of business. Apr 5at2 at Leuchter’s Restaurant 
Bridge st. Ivegate, Bradfo: rd. Pullan » Leeds 

—_ James, Wellington, Salop, Boot Dealer. Apr 11 at 11 at office of Carrane, 

ellington 

Truman, Joseph, Nottingham, Grocer. Apr4at 3 at office of Lees, Severn chmbrs, 
Middle-pavement, lend York, 

Turner, Abraham, Elland, York, Cloth Puller. Apr6 at 11 at White Lion Hotel, Halifax. 
Holroyde and Smith, Halifax 

Vinall, William, East st, Furniture Dealer. Apr 13 at 3 at Guildhall Tavern, Gresham 
st. ‘Hilbery, Billiter st 

Walker, John, and William Bainbridge, Brownhills, Stafford, Timber Merchants. 
Apr 5 at 2 at "London and North-Western Hotel. Llewellyn and Ackrill, Tunstall 

Watkins, John Eames, Nottingham, out of business. Apr4at3 at offices of Cranch, 
Poultry arcade, Nottingham 

Wasson, David, Hawley rd, Kentish Town, Washing Machine 2 o- a 3 at 4 at 
office of Hanson, King st, Cheapside. Wetherfield, King‘s Arms yd, Moorgate st 

Webb, John, Liangan, Carmarthen, Draper. Apr 4 at 10.30 at office of Griffith, St 
Mary st, Carmarthen 

Webb: John Fisher Weare, Portishead, Somerset, Farmer. April 5 at 12 at offiees of 
Dodds, Shannon ct, Corn st, Bristol. Evans 

Webber, —— Russell, Ventnor, Isle of Wight, Architect. April3 at 1 at offices of 
Joyce, — hill, Ventnor 

Wharton, John Hulme, Lancaster, Builder. April 18at3at the“ A” Committee Room, 
Town hall, King st, Manchester. Whitworth, Manchester 


ele William, Bristol, Auctioneer. April 1 at 11 at offices of Andrews, Nicholas st, 


Bris 
White, _ and Geor, nge White, Wadhurst, Sussex, Millers. April 5 aé 11.30 at the 
Bridge inn, Ticehurst Aitkens, Ticehurst 
Williams, Evan Harries, _—— Carnarvon, Ironmonger. April 14 at 12 at the 
Queen a Chester. C berlain, Llaududno 
ba Joseph, Wellingborough, Northampton, Hatter. April 6 at 1 at 270, High 
tod. alfred, eyeate, aon, Vebeeee ril 5 at $ at the Spread Eagle Hotel 
Wood, uddersfie monger. at 3 at 
Corporation st, Manchester. Whitley and APtitiey” Huddersfield . 
Wright, George, Sheffield, Plumber. April 11 at 3 at offices of Clegg, Victoria chmbrs, 
Figtree lane, Sheffield 
Wright, Samuel, Birmingham, General Dealer. April 6 at 3 at offices of Duke, Temple 
row, Birmingham 
Tvespay, March 28, 1882, 


Allen, Thomas, Brynmawr, Breconshire, Currier. Apr 12 at 3 at Queen’s Hotel, New- 
port. — Abergavenny 
Thomas, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, out of business. Apr 6 at 10.30 at offices of 
Warlow, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 


Angus, 
Am , Joseph, Rochdale, Cigar Merchant. Apr 10 at 3 at offices of Oram and Co, 
anchester 
Apo, George, Godalming, Surrey, Innkeeper. Apr 8 at 12 at Greyhound Inn, Guild- 
ford. Cooke, Gray’s inn place 

Asquith, John, Batley, York, Wheelwright. Apr 18 at 10.30 at offices of Truswell, 
Batley. Parker, Lang o 

Ball, George Watkins, sall Heath, Worcester, Musician, Apr & at $ at offices of 
Parry, Birmingham 

= Thomas, Buxton, Farmer. Apr 13 at 3.30 at offices of Brown and Ainsworth, 
uxton 

a=, bag ee Praed st, Paddington, Hatter. Apr 18 at 4 at offices of Hatton and 
Vestcott, Strand 

Barrow, Samuel, Malmesbury ri, Bow, Contractor. Apr 4 at 3 at offices of Hammack, 

Finsbury circus 

yo i wot RY Flint, Shoemaker. Apr 19 at 11 at Crewe Arms Hotel, Crewe. Davis 

and 

Beanie penton heicinean Glamorgan, Boot and Shoe Manufacturer. Apr § at 2 at 

office of Thomas, Fisher st, Swansea 

Bennett, James, Dukinfield, Chester, Journeyman Joiner. Apr 11 at 3 at office of Nadin, 
Park parade, Ashton under Lyne 

Boman, Wil William Walter, Stratford, Sign Writer, Apr 12 at 3 at office of Willis, Charles 

sq 

Brig, Riward, i. Mapplewell, York, Grocer. Apr 14 at $ at office of Marsden and Co, 
Westgate, W: 

nr Richard, Chart Sutton, Kent, out of business, Apr 13 at 12 atoffice of Haghes 
and St ge st, Maidstone 

sree. ta a. Os Cumberland, Hotel Keeper, Apr 12 at 2.30 at office of Arnison, 
t An wen ‘se nrith 

Browsiees ame, es , Joiner, Apr 13 at $3 at Swan Hotel, Bradshaw- 
oft’ Rolton. Bees, iton 

ane, 


Barnsley, York, Shopkeeper, Apr 10 at 11 at office of Gray, Bastgaie, 





Bradford, Yarn Merobant. 
Chava iano, Beedtord ” 
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Apr 13 at3 at office of Holmes, Bedford row, 
Apr 11 at 8 at office of Gardner, 


Cheesman, Findon, Sussex, Miller. 
Worthing 

Cheetham, Albert, Little Hulton, Lancaster, Plumber. 
Cooper st, Manchester 

Clarke, + Hyde st, New Oxford st, Licensed Victualler, Apr 3 at 2 at offices of 
Layton and Co, Budge row 

Clarke, John, Codnor, Derby. ae 13 at 3.30 at offices of Hextall, Full st, Derby 

Collins, Richard, Truro, Cornwall, Watchmaker. Apr 6 at 11 at offices of Dobell, New 
Bridge st, Truro 

Coverdale, Robert Ralph, Hessle, York, Professor of Music. Apr6at11 at Law Institu- 
tion, Chancery Ine, Woodhouse, Hu 

Craven, Joseph, New Cross, Gravel Merchant. Apr 13 at 2, at offices of Arnold, Borough 
High st, Southwark 

ase — Halifax, Coal Merchant. Apr 13 at 11 at offices of Garsed, Barum 

‘op, ‘ax 

Davies, David, Aberkenfig, Glamorgan, Grocer. Apr 13 at 2 at offices of Jenkins and 
Co, Philharmonle chbrs, Cardiff. Stockwood, Bridgend ’ 

Dorrell, Joseph Thomas, Maryland rd, Harrow rd, Boot Maker, Apr 11 at 12 at Mitre 
ct, Temple. Morris ; 

Drake, Frederic, Evering rd, Stoke Newington, Ironmongers’ Assistant, Apr (at lat 
offices of Blelloch, Coleman st 

Dryson. Richard, Euston rd, Tottenham ct rd, Furniture Dealer. Apr 20 at 2 at Guild- 
hall Tavern, Gresham st. Barber, Old Jewry 

Edwards, Harry Joseph, and George Edwards, Birmingham, Cigar Merchants. Apr 8 
at 11 at office of O’Connor, Bennett’s hill, Birmingbam 

Ellis, John, Reading, Clothing Manufacturer. Apr 8 at 4 at 18, The Forbury, Reading. 

nd 


Faucheux, Toussaint, Castle st East, Oxford st, Dealer in Works of Art, Apr 15 at 3 at 
office of Cooper, Tavistock row, Covent Garden 
Fisher, Edwin, Ashton under Lyne, Chemist. Apr 19 at 3 at office of Addleshaw and 
Warburton, Norfolk st, Manchester 
Forbes, Jane Annie, Mare st, Hackney, Fancy Goods Dealer. Apr 5 at 3 at offices of 
Goodwin and Co, Coleman st. Kisbey, Cheapside 
Gathercole, William Henry, Bedford rd, Tottenham, Architect. Apr14at3 at office of 
Foster, Birchin lane 
Gill, John Henry, Keighley, Engineer. Apr 12 at 3.30 at office of Robinson and Robin- 
son, Keighley 
Golds, Frederick, West Grinstead, Farmer. Apr 17 at 12 at King’s Head Hotel, 
Horsham. Medwin and Co, Horsham 
Green, Thomas, Gt Staughton, Hunts, Farmer. Apr 12 at 12 at office of Wade-Gery, St 
Neots 
Greening, James, Newent, Gloucester, Grocer. Apr 4 at 12 at New Inn Hotel, Glouces- 
ter. Dighton, Newent 
Harris, Thomas, Braunton, Devon, Seedsman. April 6 at 12 at offices of Bencraft, 
High st, Barnstaple 
Harrison, Thomas, Lancaster, Plumber. April 17 at 11 at offices of Holden and Whelon, 
Church st, Lancaster 
Hawtin, William, Birmingham, Shoemaker. April 6 at 10.15 at offices of East, Temple 
st, Birmingham 
Helm, Robert, Barrow in Furness, Grocer. April 6 at 11 at Trevelyan Temperance 
Hotel, Dalkeith st, Barrow in Furness. Sims, Barrow in Furness 
Hewes, George, South Island pl, Clapham rd, Grocer. April 12 at 12 at Inns of Court 
Hotel, Holborn. Smith, Regent st, Waterloo pl 
Hughes, Thomas, Shrewsbury, Salop, Innkeeper. April 12 at 12 at offices of Corser, 
Swan hill, Shrewsbury 
Janaway, Henry, Uffington, Berks, Draper. April 12 at 12 at offices of Kinneir and 
Tombs, High st, Swindon 
conte, oe Liantrissant, Glamorgan, Currier. April 14 at 12 at Talbot Hotel, Victoria 
st, Bristo 
Jones, Thomas, Herries st, Queen’s rd, Kilburn, Baker. April 8 at 11 at offices of 
Howard, Southampton buildings, Chancery lane 
Joyce, Charles, Exton, Hants, Baker. April 11 at 2.30 at Crown Hotel, Bishops Wal- 
tham. Gunner and Renny, Bishops Waltham 
King, Frederick John, Bishopsgate avenue, Provision Merchant. April 20 at 2 at Guild- 
hall Tavern, Gresham st. Johnson, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Knight, Morris, Leicester, Currier. Apr 13 at 3 at offices of Hincks, Bowling green st, 
Leicester 
Liversidge, John, Swallow nest, near Sheffield, Grocer. Apr 65 at 11 at offices of Willis, 
Bank chmbrs, Wellgate, Rotherham 
Lloyd, John, Aberdare, Glamsrgan, Shoe Maker. Apr 8 at 12.30 at offices of Linton and 
Kenshole, High st, Cardiff 
Macefield, Samuel, Birmingham, Haberdasher. Apr 11 at 11 at offices of Parr and 
Hayes, Colmore row, Birmingham 
Maycock, Eli, Warwick, Pork Butcher. Apr 13 at1l at 19, High st, Warwick. Bod- 


dington 

Meacham, Thomas, Stou . Worcester, Boatman. Apr 6 at 3 at offices of Bagster, 
Commercial bldgs, Kidderminster 

Merrett, = Stroud, Gloucester, Umbrella Maker. Apr 5 at 2 at offices of Ball and 
Co, Strou 

Morris, David, Lianelly, Carmarthen, Licensed Victualler. Apr 11 at1l1 at offices of 


Howell, Stepney st, Lianelly 
Morris, John, Wolverhampton, Tin Plate Worker. Apr 8 at 11 at Offices of Higgs, Queen 


st, Wolverhampton 
Moss, Henry Vincent, Croydon, Grocer. Apr 11 at 3 at offices of Wynne and Co, 
Streeter, Croydon 


Laurence Pountney hill, Cannon st. 
Nudds, William, Lower Tooting, Surrey, Builder. Apr 6 at 2 at office of Vant, 
Leadenhall st 


Owen, Thomas, junr., Ashford, Kent, Cattle Dealer. Apr19at12 at Royal Oak Hotel, 
Ashford. Fowler and Co, Borough High st 

Parlour, Peter, Guisborough, York, Farmer. Apr 6 at 3 at office of Lewis, Zetland rd, 
Middlesborough 

Pearson, Benjamin Clater, Doncaster, York, Solicitor. Apr 11 at 12,30 at Reindeer 
Hotel, Doncaster, Newton and Co, East Retford 


te Alfred, Clifford, Hereford, Haulier. Apr 11 at 3 at office of Griffiths, Broad 
st, Hay 
Piggin, George Benjamin, Catchgate, Durham, Plasterer. Apr 12 at 3 at office of Stan- 
ford, Collingwood st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Pullin, Edwin, Ramsgate, Grocer. Apr 11 at 2.30 at Guildhall Coffee House, Gresham 
st. Sparkes, Ramsgate 
Puzey, William, Queen Victoria st, Commission Agent. Apr 13 at 2 at offices of 
Turquand and Co, Coleman st. Morley and Shirreff, Gresham House, Old Broad st 
Reynolds, William, Balne, York, Innkeeper. Apr 12at2at office of Wainwright and 
Mason, Townhall chmbrs, King st, Wakefield 
Richardson, Daniel, Horsham, Sussx, Plumber, Apr 17 at 3 at King’s Head Hotel, 
Horsham. Medwin and Co, Horsham 
Richadson, John, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Tailor. Apr 17 at11 at office of Brewis and 
Co, Grey st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Rider, Henry Atcherley, Welshpool, Montgomery, Brewer. Apr 13 at 12 at office o 
Harrison, Berriew st, Welshpool 
Rowney, James Charles, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, Lithographer. Apr13 at 2 at office of 
oe and Leatherdale, Old Jewry chambers. Piesse and Son, Old Jewry 
chambers 
oe \ me Drury lane, of no business. Apr 18 at 2 at offices of Brown, Bas- 
inghall s 
wit —— Charles, Colchester, Florist. Apr 11 at 12, at offices of Prior, Head st, 
olchester 
Short, George, Ashton-juxta-Birmingham, Butcher. Apr 20 at 11 at offices of Bayley. 
Birmingham 
Sidwell, William Henry, Winchester, Grocer. Apr 12 at 3 at Black Swan Hotel, Win- 
chester. Best and Scotney, Winchester 
Smith, Richard Odell, Burton-on-Trent, Grocer. Apr 14 at2at White Hart Hotel, 
Burton-on-Trent. Drewry, Burton-on-Trent 
— — Oxford, Butcher. Apr 21 at 10.30 at offices of Druce, High st, 
xfor 
ago ee John, Rochdale, Agent, Apr 11 at 10.30 at offices of Brierley, The Butts 
ochdale 
Stephenson, John Waddington, High Harrowgate, York, Coach Builder. Apr 13 at 11.30 
at offices of Bateson and Hutchinson, Harrowgate 
Summers, Tom, Romsey, Hants, Draper. Apr 13 at 12 at 145, Cheapside. Bannister, 
Basinghall st 

















Taylor, David, Bradford, Grocer. Apr 10 at 3 at offices of Last and Betts, Bradford 

Taylor, Lavinia, Southport, Draper. April 12 at 3 at offices of Threlfall, Southport 

Thompson, Joseph, Maryport, Cumberland, Grocer. Apr 13 at 11 at 274, Kirby st, 
Maryport. Collin, Maryport 

Waites, Robert William, Plaistow, Essex, Caterer. Apr 6 at 2 at Masons’ Hall Tavern, 
Masons’ avenue. Bassett, East Dulwich 

Walker, William, Oxford, Lodging house Keeper. Apr 12 at 12 at offices of Dudley, 
Corn Market st 

Ward, John, Kingston-on-Hull, Coal Merchant. Apr 6 at 2 at Law Society’s Hall, 
Rowlalley lane, Kingston-on-Hull. Laverack, Hull 

Wattson, George, Ramsgate, Postmaster. Apr 13 at 11.30 at the Albion Hotel, Rams- 
gate. Sparkes, Ramsgate 

Veet, ener Liscard, Chester, Draper. Apr 12 at 2 at offices of Danger, Castle st, 

iverpoo! 

Wilkinson, William, Blackburn, Auctioneer. Apr 13 at 1 at the Victoria Hotel, Preston. 
Tattersall, Blackburn 

be nnog George, Tarvin, Chester, Innkeeper. Apr 12 at 12 at offices of Brassey, 

ster 

Woodburn, Thomas, Liverpool, Watchmaker. Apr 12 at 1 at the London and North- 

Western Hotel, Birmingham. Blackhurst and Fretson, Liverpool 
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SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA, 
Arti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder, 
Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, 
with the excess of fat extracted. 


ESTABLISHED 1825, 


HEWETSON, THEXTON, & PEART, 


EDE AND SON, 











The Faculty ounce it “the most nutritious, per- 
fectly digestible beverage for Breakfast, Luncheon, or 
Supper, and invaluable for Invalids and Children.” 

Highly commended by the entire Medical Press. 

Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits 

all palates, wr better in all climates, and is fuur times 
he strength of cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED with 
starch, &c., and IN REALITY CueAPER than such Mixtures. 
ade instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful 

to a Breakfast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 

Cocoatima s La VANILLE is the most delicate, digestible, 
cheapest Manilla Chocolate, and may be taken when 
richer chocolate is prohibited. 

p= packets at 1s, 64., 3s., 5s. 6d., &c., by Chemists 


Charities on § the Sole Proprietors, 
BH, SCHWEI ect, London, W,C, 





Terms 
& CO 1, 








MANUFACTURERS AND HOUSE FURNISHERS, 
200, 203, and 204, TOTTENHAM COURT ROAD, W. 
Estimates and Designs submitted free for entirely Fur- 


nishing Residences, Chambers, Offices, &c. 
PAINTING, DECORATING, & HOUSE REPAIRS,— 


Carved Oak Furniture, Reproductions from Ancient 
Designs, &c. Bedroom Furniture, including Bedstead and 
Bedding, from £7 10s. per set, 


THIRTY LARGE SHOW ROOMS, 


Hewerson, THEXTON, & PEART, 
200, 203, and 204, Tottenham Court-rosd, London, W, 
N.B.—Household Furniture Warehoused or Removed 
on reasonable terms, 








ROBE » (hit | MAKERS 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 
To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, &c. 


SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS. 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN'S COUNSEL’S DITTO, 
CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY % CLERGY GOWNS; 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 

94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 





